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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUN1Y OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
) 
) 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
) Supreme Court No. 44575 
) 
vs. ) 
) 
MELISSA HEINER, AKA OLIN, ) 
) 
Defendant-Appellant, ) 
) 
_ ___ _____ ) 
CLERK'S RECORD 
Appeal from the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District of the State of 
Idaho, in and for the County of Bannock. 
Before HONORABLE Robert C. Naftz District Judge. 
For Appellant: 
For Respondent: 
TITLE PAGE 
Eric Federicksen 
State Appellate Public Defender 
322 East Front Street, Suite 570 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Lawrence G. Wasden 
Idaho Attorney General 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
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Date: 12/5/2016 Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County User: OCANO 
Time: 04:25 PM ROA Report 
Page 1 of 9 Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
5/19/201 S LOCT BRANDY er Magistrate Court Clerk 
NCRF BRANDY New Case Filed-Felony Magistrate Court Clerk 
PROS BRANDY Prosecutor Assigned JaNiece Price Magistrate Court Clerk 
CRCO BRANDY Criminal Complaint; Possession of a Controlled Magistrate Court Clerk 
Substance, Methamphetamine, IC 37-2732(c)(1) 
AFPC BRANDY Affidavit Of Probable Cause; ISP incident report Magistrate Court Clerk 
#P15000535; request for $5000 bond 
ORDR BRANDY Minute entry and order; probable cause Magistrate Court Clerk 
determined; bond set $5000; J Carnaroli 
HRSC BRANDY Hearing Scheduled (Arraignment 05/19/2015 David Kress 
01 :30 PM) 
ORPD KIM Defendant: Olin, Melissa E Order Appointing David Kress 
Public Defender Public defender Randall D 
Schulthies 
BOND KIM Bond Set at 5000.00 David Kress 
HRSC KIM Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary Hearing David Kress 
06/02/2015 09:30 AM) 
KIM Order to Attend Preliminary Hearing David Kress 
ARRN KIM Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on David Kress 
05/19/2015 01:30 PM: Arraignment/ First 
Appearance 
5/20/2015 BNDS DENAP Bond Posted - Surety (Amount 5000.00 )- David Kress 
Possession Of A Controlled Substance 
6/2/2015 DISC KIM FIRST Request for Discovery/DA David Kress 
PHWV KIM Hearing result for Preliminary Hearing scheduled David Kress 
on 06/02/2015 09:30 AM: Preliminary Hearing 
Waived (bound Over) 
KIM Questionnaire in File David Kress 
6/3/2015 HRSC BRANDY Hearing Scheduled (Arraignment 06/08/2015 Robert C Naftz 
09:00 AM) 
INFO BRANDY Prosecuting Attorney's Information; Charge Robert C Naftz 
"Possession of a Controlled Substance, 
Methamphetamine, IC 37-2732(c)(1);" 
6/8/2015 ARRN BRANDY Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
06/08/2015 09:00 AM: Arraignment/ First 
Appearance 
PLEA BRANDY Plea is entered for charge: - NG (137-2732(c)(1) Robert C Naftz 
{F} Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
DISC NICOLE Request for Discovery filed by JaNiece Price Robert C Naftz 
6/10/2015 RESP BRANDY Response to discovery motion; aty for State Robert C Naftz 
HRSC BRANDY Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 09/09/2015 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) 
HRSC BRANDY Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference Robert C Naftz 
08/24/2015 04:00 PM) 
3 of 307
Date: 12/5/2016 
Time: 04:25 PM 
Page 2 of 9 
Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
User: DCANO 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
6/10/2015 MEOR BRANDY Minute Entry and Order on arraignment and Robert C Naftz 
order setting criminal jury trial; NG plea entered ; 
trial set; J Naftz 6-10-15 
8/26/2015 HRHD NICOLE Hearing result for Pre-tria l Conference scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 08/24/2015 04:00 PM: Hearing Held 
CONT NICOLE Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
09/09/2015 09:00 AM: Continued 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference Robert C Naftz 
10/26/2015 04:00 PM) 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 11/12/2015 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) 
8/27/2015 MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; Pretrial Conference held Robert C Naftz 
8-24-15; counsel requested a continuance; Jury 
Trial rescheduled to 11-12-15 at 9:00 am with 
Pretrial Conference set 10-26-15 at 4:00 pm; s/J . 
Naftz 8-27-15 
10/26/2015 MOTN NICOLE Motion to Suppress filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
MOTN NICOLE Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress Timely Robert C Naftz 
Filed filed by Randall Schulthies 
11/3/2015 HRHD NICOLE Hearing result for Pre-trial Conference scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 10/26/2015 04:00 PM: Hearing Held 
CONT NICOLE Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
11/12/2015 09:00 AM: Continued 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference Robert C Naftz 
11/23/2015 04:00 PM) 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 12/08/2015 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) 
MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; Pretrial Conference held Robert C Naftz 
10-26-15; counsel requested a continuance of 
trial ; Jury Trial continued to 12-8-15 at 9:00 am 
with Pretrial Conference set 11 -23-15 at 4:00 pm; 
s/ J. Naftz 11-3-15 
OBJT NICOLE Objection to Defendant's Motion to Suppress and Robert C Naftz 
Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress Timely 
Filed filed by JaNiece Price 
11/5/2015 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11/19/2015 01 :30 Robert C Naftz 
PM) Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress 
Timely Filed 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Suppress Robert C Naftz 
11/19/2015 01:30 PM) 
NOTC NICOLE Notice of Hearing filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
11/16/2015 CONT NICOLE Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
11/19/2015 01 :30 PM: Continued Motion to 
Consider Motion to Suppress Timely Filed 
CONT NICOLE Hearing result for Motion to Suppress scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 11/19/2015 01 :30 PM: Continued 
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Date: 12/5/2016 Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County User: OCANO 
Time: 04:25 PM ROA Report 
Page 3 of 9 Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant : Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs . Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
11/16/2015 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 12/03/2015 11 :00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress 
Timely Filed 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Suppress Robert C Naftz 
12/03/2015 11 :00 AM) 
11/18/2015 NOTC NICOLE Amended Notice of Hearing filed by Randall Robert C Naftz 
Schult hies 
12/2/2015 HRHD NICOLE Hearing result for Pre-trial Conference scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 11/23/2015 04:00 PM: Hearing Held 
CONT NICOLE Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
12/08/2015 09:00 AM: Continued 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference Robert C Naftz 
01 /25/2016 04:00 PM) 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 02/09/2016 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) 
MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; Pretrial Conference held Robert C Naftz 
11-23-15; counsel requested a continuance of 
trial; Jury Trial set 2-9-16 at 9:00 am with Pretrial 
Conference set 1-25-16 at 4:00 pm; s/J . Naftz 
12-2-15 
12/3/2015 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Robert c Naftz 
12/03/2015 11 :00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 pages 
Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress Timely 
Filed 
DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion to Suppress scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 12/03/2015 11 :00 AM : District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: more than 100 pages 
ADVS NICOLE Case Taken Under Advisement Robert C Naftz 
1/15/2016 MEMO NICOLE Memorandum Decision and Orders/ J. Naftz Robert C Naftz 
1-15-16; Defendant's Motion to Suppress denied 
1/26/2016 HRHD NICOLE Hearing result for Pre-trial Conference scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 01/25/2016 04:00 PM: Hearing Held 
HRVC NICOLE Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
02/09/2016 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Further Proceedings Robert C Naftz 
02/08/2016 09:00 AM) Change Plea 
2/8/2016 WAIV NICOLE Waiver Of Speedy Trial filed by Randall Robert C Naftz 
Schulthies 
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Date: 12/5/2016 Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County User: OCANO 
Time: 04:25 PM ROA Report 
Page 4 of 9 Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
2/11/2016 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Further Proceedings scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 02/08/2016 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated : less than 100 pages 
Change Plea 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 04/12/2016 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Pre-trial Conference Robert C Naftz 
03/28/2016 04:00 PM) 
MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; Further PRoceedings Robert C Naftz 
held 2-8-16; defense counsel requested this case 
be placed on the trial calendar; Jury Trial set 
4-12-16 at 9:00 am with Pretrial Conference set 
3-28-16 at 4:00 pm; Def. previously posted bond 
in amount of $5,000; s/ J. Naftz 2-10-16 
3/3/2016 NICOLE Defendant's Requested Jury Instructions filed by Robert C Naftz 
Randall Schulthies 
3/4/2016 RESP NICOLE Defendant's response to Plaintifrs Request for Robert C Naftz 
Discovery filed by Randall Schulthies 
3/11/2016 NICOLE First Supplemental Response to Discovery Robert C Naftz 
Motion filed by JaNiece Price 
3/31/2016 NICOLE Plaintiffs Requested Jury Instructions filed by Robert C Naftz 
JaNiece Price 
NICOLE State's Witness List filed by JaNiece Price Robert C Naftz 
NICOLE State's Exhibit List filed by JaNiece Price Robert C Naftz 
4/1/2016 HRHD NICOLE Hearing result for Pre-trial Conference scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 03/28/2016 04:00 PM: Hearing Held 
ORDR NICOLE Pre-Trial Orders/ j . naftz 4-1-16; Jury trial Robert C Naftz 
scheduled for 4-12-16 at 9:00 am; this case is 
first setting ; jury instructions and pretrial motions 
filed one week prior to trial 
4/5/2016 RESP NICOLE Second Supplemental Response to Discovery Robert C Naftz 
Motion filed by JaNiece Price 
NICOLE Amended State's Witness List filed by JaNiece Robert C Naftz 
Price 
4/7/2016 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/11/2016 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) Motion for Disqualification 
ORDR NICOLE Order to Transport s/ J. Naftz 4-7-16; Cody Olin Robert C Naftz 
be transported from Bonneville County Jail to 
Bannock County Courthouse on 4-12-16 at 11:00 
am and transported back to Bonneville County 
after hearing 
MOTN NICOLE Motion for Disqualification filed by Randall Robert C Naftz 
Schulthies 
NOTC NICOLE Notice of Hearing filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
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Date: 12/5/2016 Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County User: OCANO 
Time: 04:25 PM ROA Report 
Page 5 of 9 Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
4/7/2016 NICOLE Defendant's Witness List filed by Randall Robert C Naftz 
Schulthies 
4/8/2016 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/11/2016 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) Motion Challenging Jury Selection 
MOTN NICOLE Motion Challenging Jury Selection filed by Robert C Naftz 
Randall Schulthies 
4/11/2016 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
04/11/2016 09:00 AM : District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 pages 
Motion for Disqualification 
4/13/2016 MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; hearing held 4-11-16 on Robert C Naftz 
Defs Motion for Disqualification ; the court heard 
argument from defense and comments from the 
state; Defs motion is denied for failure to comply 
with the court's order of June 1 O; defense 
counsel further requested a continuance of the 
jury trial citing prejudice towards his client based 
on multiple issues should the trial proceed; upon 
response from the state, the court denied defs 
request for a continuance and transferred this 
case to Judge Dunn for trial; after the court 
hearing and upon further discussion in chambers , 
this case was later rescheduled for jury trial on 
6-7-16 and 6-8-16; s/ J. Naftz 4-11-16 
4/15/2016 CONT NICOLE Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
04/12/2016 09:00 AM: Continued First Setting 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 06/07/2016 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) 
5/3/2016 MOTN NICOLE Motion to Compel filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
5/5/2016 RESP NICOLE State's Response to Motion to Compel filed by Robert C Naftz 
JaNiece Price 
5/9/2016 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel Robert C Naftz 
05/23/2016 09:00 AM) 
5/11/2016 NICOLE Exhibit List filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
NOTC NICOLE Notice of Hearing filed by Randall Schulthies on Robert C Naftz 
Motion to Compel 
5/17/2016 ORDR NICOLE Order to Transports/ J. Naftz 5-16-16; Cody Olin Robert C Naftz 
to be transported by Bannock County from 
Bonneville County on 5-23-16 by 9:00 a.m. and 
returned back to Bonneville County upon 
completion of hearing 
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Date: 12/5/2016 
Time: 04:25 PM 
Page 6 of 9 
Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
User: OCANO 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
5/17/2016 ORDR NICOLE Order to Transports/ J . Naftz 5-16-16; Cody Olin Robert C Naftz 
to be transported by Bannock County from 
Bonneville County on June 7 and 8, 2016 by 9:00 
a.m. and returned back to Bonneville County 
upon completion of hearing 
5/19/2016 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/23/2016 09:00 Robert C Naftz 
AM) State's Motion for Court Services 
MOTN NICOLE Motion in Support of Placement on Court Robert C Naftz 
Services with Testing filed by JaNiece Price 
5/24/2016 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
05/23/2016 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 1 oo pages 
State's Motion for Court Services 
DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion to Compel scheduled Robert C Naftz 
on 05/23/2016 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated : less than 100 pages 
5/26/2016 MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; hearing held 5-23-16 on Robert C Naftz 
Def's Motion to Compel and State's Motion in 
Support of Placement on Court Services with 
Testing; motion to compel is granted as outlined 
under separate order; state's motion is denied ; 
release after posting $5000 bond; s/ J. Naftz 
5-26-16 
5/27/2016 ORDR NICOLE Order to Compel ; state provide to Def. summary Robert C Naftz 
of all oral communications between law 
enforcement, Def. and/or co-defendant including 
conversations regarding "working"; state provide 
all recorded conversations to Defendant; state 
shall comply no later than 5:00 p.m. on 6-1-16; s/ 
j. naftz 5-26-16 
6/2/2016 MOTN NICOLE Motion to Dismiss filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
ORDR NICOLE Order to Transports/ J. Naftz 6-2-16; BCSO sha ll Robert C Naftz 
transport Cody Olin from Bonneville County Jail 
to Bannock County Jail by 6-5-16 for trial 
preparation and return him back to Bonneville 
County after completion of trial 
MOTN NICOLE Motion to Dismiss filed by Randall Schulthies Robert C Naftz 
NOTC NICOLE Notice of Hearing filed by Randall Schulthies; Robert C Naftz 
hearing scheduled on Motion to Dismiss for 
6-6-16 at 2:00 pm 
HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 06/06/2016 02:00 Robert C Naftz 
PM) Motion to Dismiss 
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Date: 12/5/2016 
Time: 04:25 PM 
Page 7 of 9 
Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User 
6/3/2016 RESP NICOLE State's Response to 5/27/16 Order to Compel 
filed by JaNiece Price 
6/6/2016 NICOLE State's Response to 5/27/16 Order to Compel 
with 3 discs provided as attachments 
6/7/2016 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
06/06/2016 02:00 PM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 pages 
Motion to Dismiss 
6/8/2016 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 
06/07/2016 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: more than 100 pages 
MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; hearing held 6-6-16 on 
Ders Motion to Dismiss; argument heard; Ders 
motion denied; defense counsel given option to 
postpone trial to allow additional time for 
preparation; with Def. choosing to proceed, the 
court instructed the state not to raise certain 
issues; trial remains scheduled; s/ J. Naftz 6-7-16 
6/14/2016 HRSC NICOLE Hearing Scheduled (Motion 06/27/2016 09:00 
AM) Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion for 
New Trial 
MOTN NICOLE Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion for New 
Trial filed by Randall Schulthies 
NOTC NICOLE Notice of Hearing filed by Randall Schulthies; 
hearing set 6-27-16; 
6/20/2016 BRFS NICOLE Brief in Support of Defendant's Motion for New 
Trial filed by Randall Schulthies 
6/24/2016 MEOR NICOLE Minute Entry and Order; Jury Trial held 6-7-16; 
counsel for Plaintiff called Trooper Shane Call 
and Anna Mattox to testify; Defs Exhibits A and 
B admitted without objection; State's Exhibit 1 
admitted subject to ongoing objection; motion for 
directed verdict denied; defense recalled Trooper 
Call; called Cody Olin and Defendant to testify; 
motion for directed verdict renewed and denied; 
jury found Def. guilty of Possession of 
Methamphetamine; sentencing set 8-1-16 at 9:00 
am with PSI; Ders release after posting $5000 
bond continued; s/ J. Naftz 6-23-16 
PSI02 NICOLE PSI Face Sheet Transmitted 
PSIO1 NICOLE Pre-Sentence Investigation Evaluation Ordered 
User: OCANO 
Judge 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
Robert C Naftz 
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Date: 12/5/2016 Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County User: OCANO 
Time: 04:25 PM ROA Report 
Page 8 of 9 Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
6/27/2016 DCHH NICOLE Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
06/27/2016 09:00 AM : District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 pages 
Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion for New 
Trial 
ADVS NICOLE Case Taken Under Advisement Robert C Naftz 
7/15/2016 DEOP BRANDY Memorandum Decision and Order; Motion for Robert C Naftz 
new trial is DENIED; sentencing will proceed as 
previously set; J Naftz 
7/18/2016 HRSC BRANDY Hearing Scheduled (Sentencing 08/01/2016 Robert C Naftz 
09:00 AM) 
7/27/2016 CONT BRANDY Hearing result for Sentencing scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
08/01/2016 09:00 AM: Continued 
HRSC BRANDY Hearing Scheduled (Sentencing 09/12/2016 Robert C Naftz 
09:00 AM) 
ORDR BRANDY Order continuing sentencing; J Naftz Robert C Naftz 
9/12/2016 DCHH KERI Hearing result for Sentencing scheduled on Robert C Naftz 
09/12/2016 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Less than 100 pages 
FINDG KERI Court Finding: Guilty- (137-2732(c)(1) {F} Robert C Naftz 
Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
SNIC KERI Sentenced To Incarceration (137-2732(c)(1) {F} Robert C Naftz 
Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
Confinement terms: Penitentiary determinate: 2 
years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 3 years. 
PROB KERI Probation Ordered (137-2732(c)(1) {F} Controlled Robert C Naftz 
Substance-Possession of) Probation term : 4 
years. (Supervised) 
CSTS KERI Case Status Changed: closed pending clerk Robert c Naftz 
action 
9/14/2016 SNPF KERI Sentenced To Pay Fine 1835.50 charge: Robert C Naftz 
137-2732(c)(1) {F} Controlled 
Substance-Possession of 
RESO KERI Restitution Ordered 100.00 victim # 1 Robert C Naftz 
RESO KERI Restitution Ordered 411 .91 victim # 2 Robert C Naftz 
RESO KERI Restitution Ordered 450.00 victim # 3 Robert C Naftz 
SNIC KERI Sentenced To Incarceration Penitentiary Robert C Naftz 
suspended. 
BNDE KERI Surety Bond Exonerated (Amount 5,000.00) Robert C Naftz 
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Date: 12/5/2016 Sixth Judicial District Court - Bannock County User: OCANO 
Time: 04:25 PM ROA Report 
Page 9 of 9 Case: CR-2015-0007667-FE Current Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Defendant: Heiner, Melissa E 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Date Code User Judge 
9/14/2016 MEOR KERI Minute Entry and Order; 2 yrs fixed , 3 yrs Robert C Naftz 
indeterminate, suspended, 4 yrs probation, 100 
hrs communtiy service, restitution, fine , cc, PD 
costs, payment plan starting 10/01 /16 /s/ J Naftz 
09/14/16 
10/19/2016 NOTC OCANO NOTICE OF APPEAL: Randall D. Schulthies, Robert C Naftz 
Attorney for Defendant, Melissa Heiner 
MOTN OCANO MOTION TO APPOINT STATE APPELLATE Robert C Naftz 
DIVISION: Randasll D. Schulthies, Attorney for 
Defendant , Melissa Heiner 
10/20/2016 APSC OCANO Appealed To The Supreme Court Robert C Naftz 
MISC OCANO CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF APPEAL; Signed Robert C Naftz 
and Mailed to SC and Counsel on 10-20-16. 
10/24/2016 ORDR OCANO ORDER RE; MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF Robert C Naftz 
STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER. 
Signed by Judge Naftz on 10-21-16. Mailed 
Counsel and SC a cert. copy on 10-28-16. 
11/7/2016 OCANO IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Received Notice of Robert C Naftz 
Appeal. Transcripts requested per Notice of 
Appeal. Clerk's Certificiate of Appeal filed . Set 
Due Date - Transcripts due 12-1-16. Clerk's 
Record Due in SC 1-5-17. Docket# 44575-2016 
12/5/2016 MISC OCANO CLERK'S RECORD RECEIVED IN COURT Robert C Naftz 
RECORDS ON 12-5-16. 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
P.O. BOX P 
POCATELLO, ID 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE ISB #7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
XXX-XX-9038 
12/09/1970 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
___ ________ ___ ) 
COMPLAINT - CRIMINAL 
Personally appeared before me this /'Ji;:;;y of May, 2015, ZACHARY G. 
PARRIS in the County of Bannock, who, first being duly sworn , complains of MELISSA 
EDNA OLIN and charges the defendant with the public offense of POSSESSION OF A 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code §37-2732(c)(1) , 
committed as follows, to-wit: 
That the said MELISSA EDNA OLIN, in the County of Bannock, State of 
Idaho, on or about the 18 TH day of May, 2015, did possess a Schedule II controlled 
substance, Methamphetamine. 
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All of which is contrary to the form of the statute in said State made and 
provided and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
Said complainant prays that the said MELISSA EDNA OLIN be dealt with 
according to law. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 6(:!fA·'i!:i/ A1ic>1vr}-
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STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANN,OC~ 1 I ' . l 
I}' 12 : s 
-... ,. 8 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION '"" ~ 
::;-:.._ 
Clef t I( 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
XXX-XX-9038 
12/09/1970 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_________ _______ ) 
REQUEST FOR BOND 
CASE NoIBZ!151 le~l ~ 
We request a bond of $5 ,000.00 be set for defendant, MELISSA EDNA OLIN, charged 
with the public offenses of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, 
Idaho Code §37-2732(c)(1 ), for the following reasons: due to the nature of the offense, defendant's prior 
record and being a multi-state offender. 
DATED this (1t ~ of May, 2015. 
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Case History 
Cases for: Olin, Melissa E (AKA for Olin, Melissa E) 
Bannock 
4 Cases Found. 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
. R. Todd Amount Case: CR-2014-0016986-MD Magistrate Judge: G b tt d $632.70 
ar e ue: 
Closed pending 
clerk action 
Charges: Violation Date Charge 
12/01/2014 Original: !18-2403(1) 
{M} Theft-Petit 
Amended: !18-4626 
Willful Concealment of 
Goods, Wares or 
Merchandise 
Citation 
921140196 
Degree Disposition 
Misdemeanor 
Misdemeanor Finding: Guilty 
Disposition 
date: 01/22/2015 
Fines/fees: $407.50 
Jail: 45 days 
Officer: SCHAFFNER, 
ELRICH, 3000 
Suspended Jail: 45 days 
Probation: Type:Record Check Term: 12 
months 
To be completed by: 01/22/2016 
Probation completed on: 
Commit No Misdemeanor or Felony. 
Pay all monetary assessments. 
Shall have no violations of the law, 
felon_y or misdemeanor. 
Enroll in the following program 
within ___ 30 __ days and 
successfully complete within 
__ 60 __ days at your expense: 
_____ Drug/ Alcohol Eduction 
xx __ Theft Awareness Class 
----~Anger Management 
____ Domestic Violence 
Program; Other; 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
Case: CR-1999-0101674-MD Magistrate Judge : Boyd B. White A~~~~t$0.00 Closed 
Charges: Violation Date Charge Citation 
11/29/1999 Original: !18-8001 Driving 28779 
Without Privileges 
Amended: 149-301 Drivers 
License-fail To 
Purchase/invalid 
Officer: Young, Steve, 
4000 
12/01/1999 CFTP Fail To Pay-misd 
Officer: Young, Steve, 
4000 
Degree Disposition 
Misdemeanor 
Misdemeanor Finding: Guilty 
Disposition 
date: 02/10/2000 
Fines/fees: $0.00 
Misdemeanor Finding: Inactivity 
Dismissal 
Disposition 
date: 04/30/2003 
Fines/fees: $0.00 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
. Magistrate Amount Case: CR-1999-0102844-IN Magistrate Judge: Court Clerk due : $0.00 Closed 
Charges: Violation Date Charge Citation 
11/29/1999 MCH - 10.08.050 Excessive 28778 
Speed 
Officer: Young, Steve, 
4000 
Degree Disposition 
Infraction Finding: Guilty 
Disposition 
date: 12/22/1999 
Fines/fees: $53.00 
5/19/2015 8:20 AM 
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State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
Case: CR-1998· 0003145-MD Magistrate Judge: R. Ted Israel A~ou~~t$0.00 Closed 
Charges: Violation Date Charge Citation 
06/15/1998 MPO76.04.150 Vicious 24442 
Dog 
Officer: Peterson, Signe, 
4000 
Connection : Secure 
Degree Disposition 
Misdemeanor Finding: Dismissed By 
Prosecutor 
Disposition 
date: 09/15/1998 
Fines/fees: $0.00 
5/19/2015 8:20 AM 
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Case: CR-1996-0003097 
Case History 
Cases for: Olin, Melissa E 
Bingham 
5 Cases Found. 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
M . t t J d Charles L. Arnount$O 00 ag1s ra e u ge : Roos due: . Closed 
Charges: Violation Date Charge Citation Degree Disposition 
10/11/1996 149-1232 Insurance-fall To 10717 
Provide Proof Of Insurance 
Officer: Bollschweiler, 
Infraction Finding: Inactivity Dismissal 
Disposition 
Alan, 1000 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
date: 01/09/1997 
Fines/fees: $0.00 
Case: CR-1996-0003090 Magistrate Judge· Charles L. Arnount$0 oo 
· Roos due: • Closed 
Disposition Charges: Violation Date Charge Citation Degree 
10/11/1996 Original: IlS-8001 {M} 10718 
Driving Without Privileges 
Amended: 149-301 
Drivers License-fa i l To 
Purchase/invalid 
Misdemeanor F' d " G "lty 
. d m mg: ur Mis emeanor D. ·t · 1spos1 ,on 
date: 01/09/1997 
Fines/fees: $153.50 
Jail: 5 days Officer: Bollschweiler, 
Alan, 1000 Suspended Jail: 5 days 
Probation: Type:Unsupervised Term: 4 months 
To be completed by: 05/09/1997 
Probation completed on: 
05/09/1997 Probation completed 
Case: CR-1996-0002784 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
. Magistrate Amount 
Magistrate Judge: Court Clerks due: $0.00 Closed 
Charges: Violation Date Charge Citation Degree Disposition 
09/13/1996I49-654(2)Speed-exceed 13701 
Maximum Speed Limit 
Infraction Finding: Inactivity Dismissal 
Disposition 
Officer: Johnson, Ken, 
1000 
date: 01/30/1997 
Fines/fees: $0.00 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
Case: CR-1996-0002783 . Magistrate Amount Magistrate Judge: Court Clerks due: $0.00 Closed 
Disposition Cha rges: Viola tion Da te Charge Citation 
09/13/1996 Original: IlS-8001 {M} 13702 
Driving Without Privileges 
Amended: 149-301 
Drivers License-fail To 
Purchase/invalid 
Degree 
Misdemeanor F" d. G ' lty 
. d In rng: UI 
Mrs emeanor Disposition 
date: 01/30/1997 
Fines/fees: $353.50 
Jail: 30 days Officer: Johnson, Ken, 
1000 Suspended Jai l: 30 days 
Pending 
bonds : 
Probation: Type:Unsupervised Term: 6 months 
To be completed by: 07/30/1997 
Probation completed on: 
07/30/1997 Probation completed 
Entered Type 
02/09/ 1998 Cash 
Amount 
$353.50 
5/19/2015 8:20 AM 
... 
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Case : CR-1996-0001588 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
No hearings scheduled 
. Magistrate Amount 
Magistrate Judge: Court Clerks due: $0.00 
Charges : Violation Date Charge Citation Degree 
Closed 
Disposition 
05/29/1996 Original: 118-8001 {M} 22571 
Driving Without Privileges 
Amended: 149-301 
M~sdemeanor Finding: Guilty 
Misdemeanor Disposition 
Pending 
bonds : 
Drivers License-fail To 
Purchase/invalid 
Officer: Button, David, 
2000 
Probation: · Type:Unsupervised Term: 6 months 
To be completed by: 07/30/1997 
Probation completed on: 
07/30/1997 Probation completed 
Entered Type 
05/30/1996 Surety 
02/09/1998 Cash 
Connection: Secure 
date: 01/30/1997 
Fines/fees: $251.50 
Jail: 10 days 
Suspended Jail: 10 days 
Amount 
$500.00 
$251.50 
5/19/2015 8:20 AM 
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IN THE DISTf... . .1r COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIA. DISTRICT Ofvt~-lEI v I i · r \ 
• ,. I l I [ 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN ANB -~.(ij)~Jtitt~§QrVNTY OF BANNOCK 
.. F· (/( ,);::Tl-IE our·T ,. , 
STATEOFIDAHO, 20l5 MA~ - fl {).;'0/\h:lLA':~c; 2- s<lJASE No.l_~~ __ 'LL{ __ .J_~---'--I t-te !,(_ 
Plaintiff, 0 1 
vs . ··-DE )·u· ·, ';Cfiv(AFFIDAVIT OF PROBABLE -
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
XXX-XX-9038 
12/09/1970 
Defendant. 
) CAUSE 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_________________ ) 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) ss 
COUNTY OF BANNOCK ) 
ZACHARY G. PARRIS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that: 
I am Chief Deputy Prosecutor with the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney's Office. 
have reviewed the investigation regarding MELISSA EDNA OLIN. Based on that review, I have 
requested a Sixth District Magistrate Judge to make a determination of probable cause to hold or set 
bond on the above-named defendant for the public offense of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, a violation of I.C. §37-2732(c)(1). 
The basis for the request is the information set forth in a supplementary police report which 
is designated as Exhibit "A" attached hereto. I further depose and say that I have read Exhibit "A" and all 
the contents are true to the best of my knowledge, and that I personally know the author of that report to 
be a law enforcement officer whom I believe to be credible and reliable. 
DATED this j!l!Jay of May, 2015. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss 
COUNTY OF BANNOCK ) 
ZACHARY G. PARRIS, known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the 
within instrument, acknowledged to me that he has executed the same and that he read the same and 
that the same was true to the best of his knowledge. 
DATEDthis!f_dayofMay, 2015. ~ 
v ~ 
NOTARY/MAGISTRATE 
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lDAHO STATE POLICE · 
5205 SO.UTH FIFTH AVENUE 
J)0CATILLLO, ID 83204 
DEP ,\RTMENT REPORT #P15000535 
CITATION #Felony 
(208) 236-6066 
OFFICER PROBABLE CAUSE STATEMENT 
JN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE 6th JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE ST ATE OF 
IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF Bannock 
1'N TH[ MATTER OF 
Olin. tvkllissaE, 
J)elendanl 
DOB : 
SSN/0LN: 
AfJDRESS : 1002 Samuel St. Pocatello, ID 83201 
I fLlCl IT: 5'8 
EYE COLOR: Orn 
STATE OF IDAHO 
COUNTY OF Bannock 
WEIGHT: 115 
HAIR COLOR: Sdy 
Tro()pcr S. Call, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. THAT he/she is a police officer for the Idaho State Police for 14 months. 
2. THAT on the 18 day of May,2015, he/she initiated a complaint on a Uniform 
Citation form against the named defendant Mellissa E. Olin for the crime of 
Possession of methamphetamine. The report thereof attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference in this Affidavit, sets forth the basis for probable 
cause for the arrest of bonding of the named defendant. 
3. THAT the following statement is offered as probable cause if no report is 
attached. 
QH 05/18/2015 fit approximately 12:38 hours, I Trooper Call while on patrq1 
!2.h~1·Vt1d a black Dodge truck bearing Idaho license plate of 1BR2463 travcline 
clirel'tlv in front of 1ny patrol vehicle. I observed the registration on the rear license 
121<,ri: 10 be expircd ·04/2015. I confirmed the registration with my dispatch center, 
tlw\' inl'o nl1cd 111e that it WftS expired 04/2015. 
I H c tivn ted lllV emergency overhead lights. The truck pulled into Extreme Clcim car 
w~1slt lucftted at 1500 Yellowstone Ave. I made contact with the driver of the vehicle 
iclcntif'iecl by his ldnho identification card as Cody M. Olin. He stated that his 
liec11se wns suspended. Cody hstd a female pnssenger in the front seat of the truck; 
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~h_e \\' ll-" idc11tificcl by her California driver's license as Mellissa E. Olin. I informed 
Co liv l'h c t·en.son for the traffic stop. 
!_eo 11el u ct eel a driver's chcclc. on Cody and a driver's check on Mellissa due to Cody 
1.£l!@r me his license WRS suspended. The result of the check WRS that Cody>s driving 
stat11., w:\s invnlid and he had a misdemeanor warrant for his i:irrest out of 
Bonneville County. The warrant was fol' a probation violation. Mellissl\ was 
s~1we1Hlcd out of Cnlifornia. I had dispatch contact Pocatello Police Dep:utment to 
!l_n \' C a 11 other officer assist me on the stop. 
l 1·cl~Ont:1ded Cody nnd had him step out of the vehicle. Officer P. Boll from 
Poc)11·ello Police anived on scene. I info1·med Cody that he had a warrnnt for his 
HITe:-;t nut of Bo1111cville County. I informed him that he was under Arrest for the 
w:1.~,Jl.!_~t . I plnced handcuffs on his wrist and checked them for tightness and double 
J2.skccl !hem. I then phlccd Cody in front ofmy in c.l\r video system where I 
con ta cl eel n pat seri rch of his person. While conducting the senrch I located a plRstic 
hag !hill was npproximntely 2 by 3 inches, inside his bsiseball cap. Inside the bag was 
zu~!.!lL~-~·1·ystnl substance. I asked Cody what the white crystals were and he stat.eel 
thnt it w~s methnmphctamine, 
L!..h.cn too le custody of the methamphetamine. I phtced Cody in the bnck seat of my 
P. 3 
12.,1 trol vehicle. Cody stated that he wanted to work a deal with the detectives. I then -
nrndc eontnct with Mellissa and lrnd her step out of the vehicle. I informed her that I 
).Y n.~ go i II g to search the vehicle. I observed a pm·se on the floor board wl1ere 
trf el lissH was sitting at. I as]{ed Mellissa if the purse was hers, she stated it was hers. 
While !\carchi11g the purse I located a black coin purse inside the purse. Inside the 
gln('k coin purse wns n white bag :tpproximntely 1 by 2 inches with a white residue 
!n ~idc the bag. I nskecl l\1elltssa what the white residue was, she stated it was aspirin. 
1 H l.<i<! l1Jcate<l fl black plastic bag approximately 1 by 2 inches; inside the bag was R -
~lite n•sidue, I located the second black hRg in a blue coin purse that was inside 
M cllissn '.s purse, I flSkcd Officer Boll if he had a NICK testing kit, he informed me 
ill wuuJ_tl have another officer bring one to the scene. I was able to NICK test both of 
.th_e_plHs~ic bngs. The black bRg with white reside tested ptesumpfo1e positive for 
.!l' ctlrn rn phetnmine. The white bng with residue did not test presumptive positive for 
mcrha 1J1J)hctami11e, 
1 111nde eontnct with Mellissa and informed her that the NICK test tested 
p1·c:rnn1 ptivc positive for metbamphefamine. I infortned Mellissa she was going to be 
pliltl'd under arrest for methamphetamlne. I placed handcuffs on her wrist and 
£!Jcc.:ketl them fo1· tightness and double locked them. Trooper Scow anived on scene 
to nssist me il1 the transport of Cody and Mellissa to the Bannock Co~uty jail. 
l m :Hie eon tnct with Idnho State Police detectives by telephone at Cody's reg nest. I 
nHHlc cun tact with Detective Sellers. I informed Detective Seller's of the situntion. 
H (· 5 l'.i tt~cl tlrn t he wnn te<l Trooper Scow to brine: Cody to their office so he could 
i11tc.'rviL'W him. Trooper Scow transported Cody to the detective officer while a 
r.~~l'il tel lo Officer thnt was Also on scene t1·ansported Mellissa to the Bannocl{ countt 
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,L,il, wile re she wns bool{ed into the jail under the chHrge of possession of 
mlltllilmphetl\lnine. I finished searching the vehicle, no other illegal items were 
.DU!JHl in.::;idc the vehicle. Officer Boll stated he contacted the registered owner of the 
truck il!lcl he was em·ontc to piclc up the vehicle. Officer Boll info1·med me he would 
~Y, on .,cc11e with the vehicle so I could go to the detective's office. 
T respo11dc<I to the detective's office. Upon aniv»I I made contact with Detective . 
Se!ler 1.s he stMcd that Cody was going to work with them on a couple of deals, 
Detective Seller's infot·med me to just book Cody into the Bannock County Jail on 
ll i.~ wn 1· rn n t foi· now. I placed Cody in the back seat of my patt:ol and put a seat belt 
nn llim. l thCll trn11sported him to the Bannock County jail. Upon arrival Cody was 
.!.iUJJ ed over to the jail staff where he was incarcerated for his warrant. I cited imd 
rdea.~c.<J Cody for invalid driver's license. I informed Cody that he could be charged 
~jth the possession of mcthnmphetamine at a later date if he doesn't work with the 
ddectivc'~. Cody stnted he understands. 
Li:..c~_po ncled to the district 5 office. Upon arrival I made contact with Lt. Gonzrtles, 
lf c witnessed the weighing of the methamphetamine. I logged the methamphetamine 
r1 ·01)U~ody imd fro111 Mellissa into evidence. The methi!mphetamtne that was on 
£Q_1[y 1s pel'son wM also tested with a NICK kit. It tested presumptive positive for 
rn cthHll!J)hetamine. Digitnl pictures of the methamphetamine, and the NICK testing 
th e,• will be nddcd to the case file. 
J ce rtiry (or declare) under penalty of pe1~ury pursuant to the law of the State ofldaho 
that tile fo regoing is true and correct. 
8 
Signature 
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IN THE DISTRICT C.Qt4R,J OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRIClf(l) f) I f'~ 1 t\ l f~ l 
,/.l.~  J;\/)C -coo~ ·v-,/ "LJ l \ I V I -\ -
STATE dr- ·cf~1-f0, NfAN_~'-1~,~R THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN 
XXX-XX-9038 
12/09/1970 
Defendant. 
20IS NAY l i,~ TE DIVISION 
IJ Y -Dtifoi ~ -- Case Nf £-;?t)/Er 1lolel tG 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
PROBABLE CAUSE MINUTE 
ENTRY AND ORDER 
_______________ ) 
~ An Affidavit of Probable Cause having been presented to the undersigned magistrate on this 
date charging the defendant with the crime(s) of: 
POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code 
§37-2732(c)(1 ), 
..5{4._The defendant, having been incarcerated without a warrant, the court finds Probable Cause to 
believe the defendant committed the crime(s) set forth above. 
[ ] The defendant is released O.R. (1f;1_ 
H,+he defendant shall remain incarcerated in lieu of bond(s) in the amount of$ ~o. 
[ ] The defendant shall remain incarcerated in lieu of bond in the amount set by the bond 
schedule. 
[ ] The defendant shall remain incarcerated and bond shall be determined at arraignment. 
] This affidavit is made in support of an application for an arrest warrant. 
[ ] An arrest warrant was issued setting bond(s) in the amount of __________ _ 
[ ] The court does not find Probable Cause to believe the defendant committed the crime(s) set forth 
above. The defendant shall be released within 48 hours of arrest. 
IT IS SO ORDERED, 
DATED this /l!fay of May, 2015. and signed at /Ot-~ 
Probable Cause Minute Entry and Order 
Revised 04-13-06 
,d:.M. 
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STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 
vs. 
Melissa E Olin 
I -l 
Sixth Judicial District Court, State of 1cE . 
In and For the County of Bannock . , _,_..,, 
Magistrate Division 
) 
) 
) 
ARRAIGNMENT ORDER 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 1002 Samuel St. #61 
Pocatello, ID 83401 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
ORDER TO ATTEND PRELIMINARY HEARING 
DOB: 
DL or SSN : 
Defendant. ) 
) 
) 
_____ _____ ) 
NOTICE IS GIVEN that the above-entitled case is set for: 
Preliminary Hearing 
Judge: 
Courtroom: 
Tuesday, June 02, 2015 09:30 AM 
David Kress 
Room 119, Traffic Court-first Floor 
The defendant in this case appeared for initial appearance on this date and was informed of'-the 
charge(s) filed against him/her and was advised of his/her constitutional rights. 
~ on request and application for an attorney, the Public Defender's office was appointed to 
represent the defendant. Reimbursement for the services of the Public Defender, if any, will be 
determined at the conclusion of the case. The defendant is ordered, as a condition of release, to 
contact the Public Defender's office at (208) 236-7040 within 5 days of this order and to provide that 
office with a valid mailing address and telephone number. If the defendant's address or telephone 
number changes he/she shall immediately notify the court and the public defender's office in writing. 
The defendant is also ordered, as a cond ition of release, to remain in contact with the Public Defender's 
office at all t imes until the end of this case. Failure to maintain contact with the public defender may 
result in a warrant for the defendant's arrest. 
Other conditions of release: Whether released on your own recognizance, or to Court Services Pretrial 
Release, or after posting bond the Court ORDERS you to comply with the following conditions of release: 
-You shall appear for all court ordered hearings unless excused by the court in writing. 
-You shall not appear for court with any amount of alcohol or illegal drugs in your system. 
-You shall not violate any Domestic Violence or Criminal No Contact order. 
Failure to comply with these conditions of may result in the immediate revocat ion of your pretri al 
release and/or a warrant for your arrest. 
Bond was set in the amount of: $ ..f; .:?U'd 
ARRAIGNMENT PRETRIAL ORDER 
ORDER TO ATTEND PRELIMINARY HEARING 
Page 1 
24 of 307
D Bond previously posted is continued. 
D The defendant was released on their own recognizance. 
D Upon release from jail the defendant is to be supervised by Court Services. 
D No Contact Order issued. 
DATED: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 
MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
I certify that copies of this Notice were served as follows on t 
By: 
Private Counsel: Randall D Schulthies Bannock County Public Defender 
Prosecutor: 
Mailed ___ Hand Delivered ~ 
JaNiece Price Bannock Cou~ osecutors fice 
Mailed ___ Hand Delivered.-__ 
Officer: Prosecutor Bannock County Other Agency 
Defendant: I acknowledge I received this Arraignment Pretrial Order and Order to Attend pretrial on 
this Tuesda~. Ma~ 19, 2015 Jj u'.2v~ it_ t1 L/ 'J_ - '? 017 
~ E Olin Phone# 
ARRAIGNMENT PRETRIAL ORDER Page 2 
ORDER TO ATTEND PRELIMINARY HEARING 
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fl I • 
OF IDAHO, IN AND F_' _ 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE 
OFBA.l.~OCK 
STATEOFIDAHO, ) : 32 ChargeiCas~~/t{~ 
c·· Plaintiff, 1 --__ L __ 
vs. ---=:=--::UTY Cl "'. ORDER TO MEET WITH 
; ) PUBLIC DEFEl\'DER 
) 
FELONY CHARGE(S) 
YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED to meet with the Public Defender: 
TI1e Public Defend r's offic ·s ocated m the brick building found on the northeast corner 
of the parking lot of the Courthouse facing Clark Street. 
* 
* 
* 
* 
When you appear for your appointment, you are ordered to bring the following: 
TI1e date and time of your preliminary hearing; 
TI1e name of the judge wi10 will be hearing your preliminary hearing; 
Auy information regarding the specific felony charge that ha'3 been filed against you; 
The names and addresses of witnesses who can help you in your cfo:fense. 
If you do not appear for this scheduled appointment, the Court will revoke your 
O.R. release or will revoke your bond and will issue a warrant for your arrest. 
111e secretary in the Public Defender's office is ordered to noti:(v the Comt in writing if 
you fail to appear for this scheduled appointmen . 
Judge 
RECEIPT 
I HK {FBY ACKN0\\1LEDGE that I have read and received this Order to Appear this 
-----t--1- day of ___ _,__~-"'--t-- --· ) _ ,,-.,..=.,n 
C,HiER TO MEET Wi'i'H PUBLI C DEFENDER 
WHITE -C omt YELLOW Public D .,fonder Pn'1K Defmdant PDAPP97 lf27i0'3 
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PLEASE PRINT CASE NO. ____ _ 
APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC DEFENDER 
.1! 
Social SecuriS Number SAti 
Physical Address 
Birth t>at 
. £::1 V\3 
::. · 1 .. Hzq~~e 2Qr1-~ 
City State Zip Work Phone Message/Cell Phone 
.Marital Status Single O Marrie_d)( Separated O · 
No. Dependant Children JZ)_·c¥d Support Pa~ents Monthly$_-"~-- --
Child Support Received Monthly$_ . ---=(£__,. _ _ _ _ 
(I . EMPLOYMEN~ · 
........ L ~LA-!.:...rl.;.:..:_,  .1 O_.b.~l ___ .;..._,· _ . hlt/Z1)5 t-111 (2(_ . 
Ni5e of Employer Phone N~ e of Spouse's Employer phone 
--'Q=--=-(_,______ __,M--==t)~C.., _____ _ 
Ci~ 1 /; /1. State '7/J Zip CiDS State c·· . ~ 1 f Zip l z: rf OS trhD LL f -s tlOS' - _l'-t 
Start Date End Date Hrs Per Week Start Date End bate Hrs Per Week 
$ __ per month at$ Cf per hour $ __ per month at $ { Q per hour 
FINANCIAL 
YourHome-RentDOwnOOth~ ExplainifOther l, fvGS w/HQM 
Equity in Home/Properties $ . {l__ Equity in Vehicles $ ~ . , 
Name qf fu,iancial Institu~ (s)_W~6 ...... 5.-~"'-...... f:1.....,_f)=(2=k:=-- ---.--- - --
Balance in CheckiIJ$ $-'l{L~ _ _ _ _ Balance in Savi~gs $__.._(/)· _ _ _ _ _ 
Other Assets ~ $___,(/J''.f4- -- - -------
MONTHLY EXPENSES: 
Rent/Mortgage $ 
Vehicle Payments $ 
Food/Utilities $-+-'-~'""'--
Auto Insurance $ 
----Student Loans $ · • 
Credit Cards $ :SSj r1 D · 
Medical $_26~..lCT[JtL _. 
Other $_13L=1J:l 1u') SuPPOe:1 
foi- t+uS15PlND1S 
Q-l-\tL..D 
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LEGAL STATUS (KNOWN): (CA) 
/" l ~ ----. - (\'O , 
Prior Felonies: • a~ ..S '"° T 0.Je, / 'i , o '1 ~ Pis 
Pos.s c . .s. . ( c..A J f¥:; 
For- SA Je. 7 q /'4, s -0 1 ~fO 
1-5 _ __ _ 6-10 ___ _ 
Prior Same As Present : ________________________ _ 
Other Pending Charges : ________________________ _ 
FT A's: _____________________________ _ 
FTOC's : ~~- -,.,-----1~/~3-c-/C~j8--1o- }+-1-'3>/_,_,-y~*---------------
C~ ~  > S}t 'i/917 1/1°/,3 
Prob. Viol's : L/ Io/ I 3 ~A )J (r;/1 J/1y (Cit i 
FTP's : '-/µ.o,/00 kl\QCi ;vi ½ ~ l ~ ll) 
Bond Jumping Charges/Ptrl . Rel. Revocations : ___________________ _ 
Prior Violent Related Offences (for Drug Court): __________________ _ 
RELEASE RECOMMENDED : YES [ J 
INFORMATION VERIFIED : YES [)\ ] NO [ ] PARTIALLY [ ) 
coMMENTs: /~ f;:JtovJrv lrl,Js Nemtb - N/)JY\O 'VMVJl.~ 
?'I\ NC'f-C , ~~.J), P~ ~0-~ °f .fi,;c 
oJ <b C,4 . c=:> f/\&(b cJV1.Jlr) /~ \Aa~ . 
DATE: C/JCJ/t:[ 
J 
Revised : 5/29/07 
COURT SERVICES~....,.~----------
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IN THE DIS'T ~ T COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIJ 
STATE OF lvAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF .tJ 
ISTRICT 
NNOCK 
NAME: MwssA- Oi1~ M/V DOB:  
ss #
Phone# Zi/z-m ll-
Marital Status:~ Single Divorced Widowed Separated How long _ _ _ 
Message # __________ _ Work# _ _______ __ _ 
PRESENT oFFENSE(s) Poss o E Mend 
How long 9 ~~ Current Address I 002- 'S/lrl u a S, # ~ I D ~ 
MO t--15' S 
own buy rent $ F+-Ou'St: Mailing Address ___ ;t!-_ rl~~------------.A-1--T ---
D A:NNO CJC OV-- How long (l ,ll . What County do you reside in? 
Who lives with you ~ \ L '-/ kE~ ~- ~rf~ d~ N~~~-Re-la-ti-on-sh- ip __ H_Q_N_ Their pho~;35 elfiq 
Prior State & County CJ4 - A, l.J::;,t&T U:t$I I() \{iS ,O'?- How Ion.,_ ______ _ 
Contact People for verification: 
/\ J_ ( s 
Name ~U t-r Relationship _________ Phone ___ __ _ 
Name ____________ ~---- Relationship _________ Phone _ ____ _ 
Are you currently in school Yes~¥,; _________ Length _____ Level _ ____ _ 
Are you employed~ ll-D[ of h~ Ctt '/z t1DS, Date of termination. ____ Your position~ W,:::_e_...,l;:::,=~.<.---
Employer & Address LY1{21 OtJ Supervisor c ...... 'Jeef?--.'i Phone __ _ 
Are you currently on Probation/Parole YesG Where ___________ PO ________ _ 
Ever participated in: Drug Crt DUICrt Mental Health Crt Family Treatment Crt Veterans Crt 
Length _______ Successful/ Unsuccessful 
Have you ever been diagnosed with any of the below listed mental illness disorders: h.10~€ 
Schizophrenia schizoaffective bipolar severe mood psychotic delusional disorders 
Have you ever been a patient of an inpatient psychiatric hospital Yes (9 Voluntarily/ Involuntarily committed 
Date ______ Length ________ Where. __________________ _ 
List any medications you take or have been prescribed for a mental illness __ _.N~ Q ....... N----"6 '----------
Are you currently suicidal Yes 1{;) Ever attempt suicide Yes/ o Did you seek medical attention Yes/ No 
Do you currently or have you ever bad an open case with Child Protective Services Ye '/ No Date _____ _ 
__ Felony Drug Crt DUI Crt Mental Health Crt Veterans Crt __ Family Treatment Crt 
Revised 8/2013 
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DATE: ~!°t/ r.>--
SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRIC1 · 
STATE OF IDAHO 
DRUG COURT CRITERIA 
DEFENDANT: ~ o~~ 
CASE: 
-------
CURRENT CHARGES: ...Q . ........ n:...aaas..-s....___[RR __L-.,:& ____ _ 
Elig ible with I 37-2732 (A)( I )(A)-P/1: (,\)( l)(A)-P/1 (A)(ll) & (A)(C): (A)( I )(B)-P/1 : (C)( I): (C)(2): (E) : (E)(A): (F)(F) 
6TH DISTRICT RESIDENT@ NO _ . 
OTHER PENDING CHARGES: YES ~ - . , 
~ f'es.s CS t:or S4IP 7 4'/J'1/C,S:-~ -r--o ~() 
PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS~ NO f os.s C~ '-T ct/,a/q~..J '!j;lj!_'-~-M>CA-~ 
PRIOR SEXUAL/VIOLENT FLNY CONVICTIONS: YES r!f]. ____ · ____ _ 
CURRENTLY ON ANY PROBATION OR PAROLE~ O '2-C tp 1f-4., (o 
~~~~~,~.~~I~~51.!~!.?.~~.!?t,.~.I,2~.~'~I"NA TURE: YES§) _______ _ 
1. MUST DE A 6 TH DISTRICT RESIDENT WITH BANNOCK COUNTY CHARGES. 
2. NO PENDING FELONY CHARGES FROM OTHER INCIDENTS. 
3. MAY HAVE ONLY FOUR PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS W/IN THE LAST 15 YEARS. 
(IF Tl IE PRIOR Fl.NY IS A DRUG CHARGE IT MAY ONLY BE O E OF THE ABOVE LISTED STATUTES, IF NOT CONSIDER INELIGIBLE) 
4. NO HOLDS FROM OTHER JURISDICTIONS. ~ F' Arre.sf v.JArr/-tf\'i 
fro~ C/i (o J 1 ?,/, V -
5. MAY NOT CURRENTLY BE ON ANY PROBATION OR PAROLE . ~C c- ~ ~ .1 n F ft~i 
-~ . - <!-ovJL& (l-0' 
6. NO PRIOR/PENDING CHARGES OF ANY FELONY SEXUAL VIOLENT NATURE.~0h (?., !,:' 
f~~ZJ'""' 
ftf'· 7. NEVER PARTICIPATED IN A DRUG COURT OTHER THAN JUVENILE. 
\ -.,-e ~ 0-- (\~ , -,..,, 
r . ~c ~o'> --=~ ~~·r-~ ~ (Yr· \ '< , <:> . C)f41lr u ~ 
~~o<:? LIGIBLE INELIGIBLE 
OTHER PENDING FLNY'S FROM SAME INCIDENT: YES NO 
The Defendant will not qualify if he/she has biomedical problems unless they meet certain criteria, must meet 
certain mental criteria also. In order to participate the Defendant must take and pass the medical , mental health 
and drug treatment screenings. rev. 02-26-1 4 
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Name: Melissa E Olin 
DOB:
Case#: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
Citation Number: 0 
ORDER OF COMMI 
SIXTH DISTRICT COURT, BANNOCK COO"NT-O!:: 
TO THE SHERIFF OF BANNOCK COUNTY: 
--
Melissa E Olin having this 19th day of May, 2015 had a Arraignment in the Magistrate Court on the charge(s) 
of: 
Warrant: N/A Bond: Dismissed 
Charge(s): 
Controlled Substance-Possession of 
Amended to: 
Special Instructions _ _ 
D Court Services 
Is hereby ordered to serve 
D credit for days 
D credit to begin on 
D consecutive with 
D concurrent with 
Dgoodtime 
days. 
D Work Release Special Instructions 
Future Commitment 
Jail sentence to Begin: 
Jail sentence to End: 
To be completed no later than: 
Special Instructions: 
The jail is ORDERED to monitor schedule, verify worksite and confirm transportation to and from work site. 
D SCILD or D Trustee 
Special Instructions 
D1x1 D 2x1 to be completed by 
Bond: 5,000 
Bond: 
Bond: 
Bond: 
Bond: 
Sign up times for SCILD: Tuesday, Thursday, Friday, and Sunday 0700 to 0745; Wednesday 0700·1S00. Do not wait until the last day to sign up! 
Ca/1236-7162 for more information. 
Next Court Appearance: Tuesday, June 02, 2015, at 09:30 AM before the Honorable David Kress. 
It is hereby ordered that you receive him/her into our custody and detain him/her until such time you are 
furnished an Order of Release or the defendant has satisfied the penalty as imposed by the Court. 
Dated: 5/19/2015 Judge David Kress 
Final Disposition ________ _ Date _ ______ Deputy ___ ___ _ 
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READ EACH OF THE FOLLOWING 8 STATEMENTS CAREFULLY, INITIAL EACH 
STATEMENT ONLY IF YOU FEEL THAT YOU UNDERSTAND THE STATEMENT. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
@) 4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
the Complaint charging you with the crime(s) You l 
of: 
You~~v~e~t,h~e~ i ~1~t~o:::;..a~ re~l~im---:-in~a-ry---;-;H~e~a1~·in_g ______ o_n~e~ac~l-1~ch~a-r-ge- .- -
At the Preliminary Hearing, the State must present evidence which shows 
that a crime has been committed and that there is probable cause to believe 
that you committed the crime. 
If the State is able to show that you probably committed the crime, you 
will be required to appear in district court and enter a plea to the charge 
against you. 
You may waive your right to a Preliminary Hearing. 
If you waive your Preliminary Hearing, you will be required to appear in 
District Court to enter a plea to the charge against you. 
By waiving the right to a Preliminary Hearing, you do not admit that you 
are guilty. 
By waiving the right to a Preliminary Hearing, you do not waive any other 
right which you have. 
ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 
I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
Do you read and understand the English language? --~\M<-F --------
Have you discussed all the facts and circumstances of your~ with your attorney? 
Do you have any estions regarding the way in which your attorney has handled your 
case? 
------f--""~------ -------,--,---,~ ~------
D o you wish to waive your right to a Preliminary Hearing? 
-------,l--- ------
H as anyone promised you anything or tlu·eatened you in any way to 
right to a Preliminary Hea1ing? ___ __;M--=-- -------- ---- --
Has your attorney fully discussed this questionnaire with you? - - - ~--½- -----
Do you feel that you fully understand al statements and questions in this questio1maire? 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Bannock County 
Chief Public Defender 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-4147 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
I, 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
) 
) CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
Plaintiff, ) FIRST DISCOVERY REQUEST 
) 
vs. ) 
) 
MELISSA E. OLIN, ) 
) 
) 
Defendant. 
TO: Bannock County Prosecutor, Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho 
83205 
Comes now the Defendant, Melissa E. Olin, by and through her attorney of record, Randall 
D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender, and pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal Rules submits 
the following requests for discovery: 
1. Defendant requests that the Prosecutor disclose to defense counsel all material or 
information specified for automatic disclosure within the prosecutor's possession or control, or which 
thereafter comes within the prosecutor's possession or control, including material or information 
within the possession or control of the prosecutor's staff and/or others who have participated in the 
First Discovery Request 
Page - I 
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investigation or evaluation of this case who either regularly report, or with reference to this case have 
reported, to the office of the prosecutor. The items specified for automatic disclosure include the 
following: 
a. All evidence which tends to negate the guilt of the accused in this offense. 
b. All evidence which would tend to reduce the punishment in this case. 
2. Defendant provides this written request that the prosecutor disclose the following 
information, evidence and material to defense counsel: 
a. Any and all relevant statements of the defendant, written or recorded , and 
the substance of any statement, written or oral, made by the defendant, made either before or after 
the defendant's arrest, to peace officer, prosecuting attorney, or the prosecuting attorney's agent, or 
to any witness the state intends to call in this case. . 
b. Any and all statements, either written or recorded or both, of a co-defendant 
or co-conspirator in this case, made either before or after atTest in response to any questioning, 
detention and/or interrogation or contact by any peace officer or law enforcement agency, 
probation/parole officer, prosecuting attorney, or the prosecuting attorney's agent or otherwise. 
c. Please provide a copy of the defendant's prior criminal record. 
d. Please list books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects, buildings, 
or places, or copies or portions thereof, which are in the possession, custody or control of the 
prosecuting attorney, or to which the Prosecuting Attorney has access, or are intended for use for 
evidence at trial, or obtained from the Defendant. 
e. To permit the Defendant to inspect, copy or photograph books, papers, 
documents, photographs, tangible objects, buildings, places or copies or portions thereof which are 
First Discovery Request 
Page - 2 
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in the possession, control or custody of the Prosecuting Attorney, or to which the Prosecuting 
Attorney has access, or are intended for use by the Prosecuting Attorney as evidence a trial, or 
obtained from the Defendant. 
f. Please provide a list of and permit the defendant to inspect, copy or 
photograph the results or reports of any physical or mental examinations, scientific tests or 
experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, within the possession, custody or 
control of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement agency, the existence of which is known 
or is available to the prosecuting attorney by the exercise of due diligence. 
g. Please furnish to the defendant a written list of the names, addresses, 
telephone/cell phone number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone service provider or carrier, 
i.e. Alltel, Verizon, etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone service provider or 
carrier for all persons having knowledge ofrelevant facts who may be called by the state as witnesses 
at the trial , together with any record of prior felony convictions, which is within the knowledge of 
the prosecuting attorney after exercising due diligence, and a copy of statements made by the 
prosecution's witnesses. 
h. Please furnish any and all statements made by prosecution witnesses or 
prospective prosecution witnesses to the prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting attorney's agents 
or to any official involved in the investigatory process of this case. 
I. Please furnish a written summary or report of any testimony that the 
Prosecuting Attorney intends to introduce which includes the expe1t witness's opinions, the facts and 
data for those opinions, and the expert witness's qualifications pursuant to Rules 702, 703 or 705 
of the Idaho Rules of Evidence. 
J. Please furnish to the defendant any reports, field notes and/or memoranda in 
First Discovery Request 
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possession of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement agency or person which were made 
by a police officer or investigator or probation/parole officer in connection with the investigation or 
prosecution of the case. 
k. Any and all statements from conversations between the Defendant and any 
third person, which may have been intercepted through telephone monitoring, visitation monitoring, 
or any other means, during any time that the Defendant was incarcerated at the Bannock County Jail, 
or any other detention facility. 
I. Any and all evidence intended to be introduced at the preliminary hearing and 
or trial in this matter. 
m. Copies of and any results from any type of photographic lineup associated 
with this case. 
n. Copies of any and all search warrants, affidavits in support of search wanants, 
and return on search warrants including audio or video recordings regarding the execution of the 
warrant associated with this case. 
Defendant further provides notice that the State, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal 
Rules, has a continuing duty to supplement discovery responses and has a duty to exercise due 
diligence in the gathering and discovering of the evidence requested. 
Dated this 2lfday of May, 2015. 
First Discovery Request 
Page - 4 
~ LL~ HIES 
Chief Public Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the .1S£._ day of May, 2015, I served a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing FIRST DISCOVERY REQUEST to the Bannock County Prosecutor by hand-
delivery to the Bannock County Prosecutor in-box in Room 220 of the Bannock County Comihouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
First Discovery Request 
Page - 5 
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PRE LIM/OLIN Courtroom 119 
6/2/2015 1 of 1 
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SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURt'iMA+Ei'SINl:~07' 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 
vs. 
Melissa E Olin 
1002 Samuel St. #61 
Pocatello, ID 83401 
Defendant. 
DOB: 
DL or SSN: 
522-08-9038 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER 
WAIVING PRELIMINARY HEARING 
The above-entitled matter was before the court on Tuesday, June 02, 2015 for preliminary hearing 
on the charge(s) of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, 
I.C. 37-2732(c)(1) . The Honorable David Kress presided. The State was represented by JaNiece 
Price. The defendant appeared in person and through counsel , David Martinez. 
The defendant requested the court's permission to WAIVE THE PRELIMINARY HEARING. The 
court questioned the defendant about his/her right to have the preliminary hearing at this time and 
place, his/her understanding of the charge(s) and the proceedings, and the voluntariness of the 
decision to waive the preliminary hearing. The Defendant submitted a signed questionnaire 
indicating his/her understanding of the right to a preliminary hearing. The court, being satisfied the 
defendant has made a knowing, voluntary and intelligent decision based upon the facts and 
circumstances of this case, allowed the defendant to WAIVE his/her preliminary hearing. 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the defendant is bound over to the district court and held to 
answer to the charge(s) listed above. 
Bond status: The defendant is released on a $5,000.00 Surety Bond. 
The court ORDERED the defendant to stay in contact with his/her attorney and attend all future 
court proceedings. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this Tuesday, June 02, 2015 
DAVID KRESS 
MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
1. MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER WAIVING PRELIMINARY HEARING ss112004 
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I certify that on Tuesday, June 02, 2015 I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
Minute Entry and Order Waiving Preliminary Hearing on the person(s) listed below by hand 
delivery or mail with correct postage. 
JaNiece Price 
Bannock County Prosecutors Office 
PO Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
Randall D Schulthies 
Bannock County Public Defender 
141 N 6th 
Pocatello ID 83201 
2. MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER WAIVING PRELIMINARY HEARING ea112004 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
P.O. BOX P 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
Telephone: (208) 236-7280 
JANIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
FILtu 
, 0_.4NNOCK COUNTY 
CU:R.K ( F THE comrr 
201 /: 10 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S 
INFORMATION 
STEPHEN F. HERZOG, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for Bannock County, 
State of Idaho, who, in the name and by the authority of said State prosecutes in its 
behalf, in proper person comes into said District Court in the County of Bannock, State of 
Idaho, on the 3 day of June, 2015, and gives the Court to understand and be 
informed that MELISSA EDNA OLIN is accused by this information of the crime of 
POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code 
§37-2732(c)(1), committed as follows , to-wit: 
That the said MELISSA EDNA OLIN , in the County of Bannock, State of 
Idaho, on or about the 18 TH day of May, 2015, did possess a Schedule II controlled 
substance, Methamphetamine. 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S INFORMATION Page 1 
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All of which is contrary to the form of the statute in such case in said State made 
and provided and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
COUNTYOFBANNOCK ) 
STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County, Idaho 
I, ROBERT POLEKI , Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District, 
in and for the County of Bannock, State of Idaho, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
true and correct copy of the original information filed in my office on the __ day of 
Clerk 
Deputy 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S INFORMATION Page 2 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JANIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
FILED 
BANNOCK COU,T)' 
l:LE.RK OF THE COlffn 
!~5 JUN Jn!J 3: 2~ 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE C 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THIES, Public Defenders Office, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the 
Idaho Criminal Rules requests discovery and inspection of the following information , 
evidence, and materials: 
1. Any books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies 
or portions thereof, which are within the possession, custody or control of the Defendant, 
and which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial in the above-mentioned case. 
REQUEST - Page 1 
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2. Copies of any and all results or reports of physical or mental 
examinations and of any scientific tests or experiments made in connection with the 
above-mentioned case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of the 
Defendant which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial, or which were prepared by a 
witness whom the defendant intends to call at trial when the results or reports relate to 
testimony of the witness. 
3. Describe any and all documents and tangible evidence, not previously 
disclosed, which Defendant intends to introduce or may introduce at trial. 
4. The names and addresses of lay witnesses the Defendant intends to call 
at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
5. The names and addresses of expert witnesses the Defendant intends to 
call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
6. Under Idaho Code §19-519, if you intend to offer evidence of an alibi in 
your defense, you are hereby required to serve upon me, the undersigned Prosecuting 
Attorney for Bannock County, Idaho, within ten (10) days, a notice in writing of your 
intention to claim such alibi which said notice shall contain specific information as the 
place(s) and time(s) at said place(s) at which you claim to have been on the day of the 
alleged offense, and as particularly as is known to you or your attorney, the names and 
addresses of the individual(s) and/or testimonial witnesses by whom you propose to 
establish such alibi. 
7. This is a continuing Request for Discovery and the Attorney for the 
Defense shall timely file such supplemental responses with the Court and shall serve the 
same upon the State as may be required from time to time to correctly set forth all further 
and different information obtained by the Attorney for the Defense. 
REQUEST - Page 2 
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The undersigned further requests that said information, evidence and 
materials be presented to the Office of the Prosecuting Attorney, Bannock County 
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho, on or before the fourteenth day from which it has been 
signed, or at such other date and time mutually agreed to by counsel. 
DATED this ~ day of June, 2015. 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this <t"lliday of June, 2015, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was delivered to the 
following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
REQUEST - Page 3 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello , Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE 158 #7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
r- ' -v 
r\Ll:. ~r'r' 
BA~NOCF KTHCEO~OlJHl 
t:LERK 
ms JU~ m, ~~ 
BY~E.RK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_____ _____ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE G 
RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY 
MOTION 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THIES, Public Defenders Office, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
responds to Defendant's Discovery Motion as follows: 
REQUEST NO. 1: Defendant requests that the Prosecutor disclosure to defense 
counsel all material or information specified for automatic disclosure with in the 
prosecutor's possession or control , or wh ich thereafter comes with the prosecutor's 
possession or control , including material or information within the possession or control of 
the prosecutor's staff and/or others who have participated in the investigation or 
evaluation of th is case who either regularly report, or with reference to this case have 
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reported, to the office of the prosecutor. The items specified for automatic disclosure 
include the following : 
a.: All evidence which tends to negate the guilt of the accused in this offense. 
RESPONSE NO. 1 a: None known at this time. 
b.: All evidence which would tend to reduce the punishment in this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 1 b: None known at this time. 
REQUEST NO. 2: Defendant provides this written request that the prosecutor 
disclosure the following information , evidence and material to defense counsel: 
a.: Any and all relevant statements of the defendant, written or recorded, and 
the substance of any statement, written or oral , made by the defendant, made either 
before or after the defendant's arrest, to peace officer, prosecuting attorney, or the 
prosecuting attorney's agent, or to any witness the state intends to call in this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2a: Please refer to the enclosed copy of the Idaho State Police 
report, Ll#P15000535 and 2 Arbitrator DVD's. 
b.: Any and all statements, either written or recorded or both, of a co-defendant 
or co-conspirator in th is case, made either before or after arrest in response to any 
questioning, detention and/or interrogation or contact by any peace officer or law 
enforcement agency, probation/parole officer, prosecuting attorney, or the prosecuting 
attorney's agent or otherwise. 
RESPONSE NO. 2b: There is no co-defendant in this case. 
c.: Please provide a copy of the defendant's prior criminal record. 
RESPONSE NO. 2c: Please see the enclosed defendant's prior criminal history. 
d.: Please list books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects , 
buildings, or places, or copies or portions thereof, which are in the possession , custody or 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
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control of the prosecuting attorney, or to which the Prosecuting Attorney has access, or 
are intended for use for evidence at trial, or obtained from the Defendant. 
RESONSE NO 2d: The following is a list of items that may be used as evidence at 
the time trial : 
• Idaho State Police report #P15000535 (enclosed) 
• 2 Arbitrator DVD's (enclosed) 
• Photographs (enclosed) 
• PC Affidavit (enclosed) 
• Prebook Sheet (enclosed) 
• Cody PV document (enclosed) 
• Copy of Cody ID (enclosed) 
• Evidence/Property receipts (enclosed) 
• Detailed History for Police Event #E15025554 (enclosed) 
• Defendant's criminal history (enclosed) 
• Idaho State Police Forensic Services laboratory results (will be provided upon 
receipt) 
• Evidence/Property as listed in the report 
e.: To permit the Defendant to inspect, copy or photograph books, papers, 
documents, photographs, tangible objects, buildings, places or copies or portions 
thereof which are in the possession , control or custody of the Prosecuting Attorney, or 
to which the Prosecuting Attorney as access, or are intended for use by the Prosecuting 
Attorney as evidence a trial, or obtained from the Defendant. 
RESPONSE NO 2e: The defense counsel may schedule an appointment 
convenient for both parties to inspect any items in the State's possession pertaining to 
this case. 
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f. : Please provide a list of and permit the defendant to inspect, copy or 
photograph the results or reports of any physical or mental examinations, scientific tests 
or experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, which the 
possession, custody or control of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement 
agency, the existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney by the 
exercise of due diligence. 
RESPONSE NO. 2f: The enclosed Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
Laboratory Results will be provided upon completion and receipt. 
g.: Please furnish to the defendant a written list of the names, addresses, 
telephone/cell phone number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone service provider 
or carrier, i.e. Alltel , Verizon , etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone 
service provider or carrier for all persons having knowledge of relevant facts who may be 
called by the state as witnesses at the trial , together with any record of prior felony 
convictions , which is within the knowledge of the prosecuting attorney after exercising due 
diligence, and a copy of statements made by the prosecution 's witnesses. 
RESPONSE NO 2g: The following list of individuals may be called to testify at the 
time of trial : 
• Forensic Scientist - Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
• Shane Call - Idaho State Police 
• Jordan Scow - Idaho State Police 
• Pete Boll - Pocatello Police Department 
• Tom Sellers - Idaho State Police Investigations 
• Ismael Gonzales - Idaho State Police 
The State objects to the portion of the request asking for "telephone/cell phone 
number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone service provider or carrier, i.e. Alltel , 
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Verizon, etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone service provider or 
carrier" as it is overly broad , unduly burdensome and beyond the scope. 
At the present time, to the best knowledge of the plaintiff, the aforementioned 
individuals have no record of felony convictions. 
h.: Please furnish any and all statements made by prosecution witnesses or 
prospective prosecution witnesses to the prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting 
attorney's agents or to any official involved in the investigatory process of this case. 
RESPONSE NO 2h: Please refer to response number 2a. 
1. Please furnish a written summary or report of any testimony that the 
Prosecuting Attorney intends to introduce which includes the expert witness's opinions, 
the facts and data for those opinions, and the expert witness's qualifications pursuant to 
Rules 702, 703 or 705 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence. 
RESPONSE NO. 2i: The State does not possess this information. If case 
proceeds to trial, it will be requested and provided at that time. 
j.: Please furnish to the defendant any reports, field notes and/or memoranda 
in possession of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement agency or person which 
were made by a police officer or investigator or probation/parole officer in connection with 
the investigation or prosecution of the case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2j : Please refer to response number 2a. 
k.: Any and all statements from conversations between the Defendant and any 
third person, which may have been intercepted through telephone monitoring, visitation 
monitoring, or any other means, during any time that the Defendant was incarcerated at 
the Bannock County Jail, or any other detention facility. 
RESPONSE NO. 2k: Can be made available to you upon further request by 
appointment with our office. 
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I. Any and all evidence intended to be introduced at the preliminary hearing 
and or trial in this matter. 
RESPONSE NO. 21 : Please refer to Response No. 2d . 
m. Copies of and any results from any type of photographic lineup associated 
with this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2m : None known at this time. 
n. Copies of any and all search warrants , affidavits in support of search 
warrants, and return on search warrants including audio or video recordings regarding the 
execution of the warrant associated with this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2n: None in existence. 
Defendant further provides notice that the State, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules, has a continuing duty to supplement discovery responses and has a duty 
to exercise due diligence in the gathering and discovering of the evidence requested . 
The State reserves the right to supplement this Response upon receipt of such 
evidence. 
/0:-:b DATED this _ _ day of June, 2015. 
As istant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this .i.6_~y of June, 2015, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY MOTION was delivered to 
the following: 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
RESPONSE - Page 7 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
[ ] facsimile 
~ urthouse mailbox 
52 of 307
COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-0007667-FE 2015 JUN IO PH 2: 43 
,. 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olm ,x .rii ..... uSrlJ 
Hearing type: Arraignment 
Hearing date: 6/8/2015 
Time: 11:23 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 309 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Brandy Peck 
Defense Attorney: David Martinez for Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Ryan Godfrey 
11:23 Defendant is arraigned, not guilty plea entered, jury trial set 9-9-15 pretrial 8-
24-15 at 4pm 
Bond posted 
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. . ' 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs . 
MELISSA E OLIN , 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No:CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER ON 
ARRAIGNMENT AND ORDER 
SETTING CRIMINAL JURY 
TRIAL 
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 8th day of June, 2015, with 
her counsel, David R. Martinez for Randall Schulthies, for Arraignment. Ryan Godfrey, 
Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. 
Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
When asked by the Court, the Defendant stated that her true name is as shown 
on the Information. The reading of the Prosecuting Attorney's Information was waived 
and a certified copy of the same handed to the Defendant. 
The Defendant was advised by the Court that she was allowed a reasonable time 
of not less than 24 hours before she could be required to enter a plea to the Information, 
but that she could waive that right and enter a plea at this time. The Defendant waived 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
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the time in which to enter a plea and entered a plea of NOT GUILTY to the charge of 
POSSESSION OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code 
37-2732(c)(1), as described in the Information. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that th is case is hereby set for JURY TRIAL before 
the undersigned District Judge on SEPTEMBER 9, 2015 AT THE HOUR OF 9 A.M. on 
a "to follow" basis. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this case is hereby set for PRE-TRIAL 
CONFERENCE on AUGUST 24, 2015 AT THE HOUR OF 4 P.M. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the BOND PREVIOUSLY SET in this matter be 
and the same is hereby CONTINUED, with the Defendant being advised that the 
following conditions are attached to her said release, to wit: 
(1) Defendant shall keep in touch with her attorney and shall keep her 
attorney advised of her current telephone number and address; 
(2) Defendant is required to appear on time and prepared for all scheduled 
proceedings; 
(3) Defendant shall not violate any laws of the City, County, State or Federal 
government during the period of said release ; 
(4) Defendant shall not leave the Sixth District during said release without 
prior knowledge and permission of Court Services; and 
(5) Defendant shall comply fully with all obligations imposed upon her by 
Court Services. 
Defendant was further advised that her failure to comply with the conditions of 
said release could result in the issuance of a Bench Warrant for his arrest and the 
revocation of said release. 
Case No. C R-2015-0007667-FE 
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CRIMINAL JURY TRIAL ORDER 
(1) TRIAL DATE. A JURY TRIAL has been set above, in Courtroom 300, Bannock 
County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. Several cases are set for trial on the same date. 
Therefore, notice is given that the trial of this matter may need to be adjusted as cases 
resolve. The parties will be notified of any change in the trial date as soon as possible. 
Otherwise, a continuance of the trial date shall occur only upon a Stipulation of the 
parties, or upon a written Motion which clearly states the reasons for the requested 
continuance. A Stipulation, or a Motion to Continue the trial , agreed to or filed by the 
Defendant, requires an acknowledgment signed by the Defendant that the Motion to 
Continue has been discussed with and is agreed to by the Defendant. If the Defendant 
fails to appear for jury trial, the Defendant is hereby notified that she will be tried in her 
absence. 
(2) PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE. A Pre-Trial Conference has been set above. The 
Defendant is ordered to be present for the Pre-Trial Conference, unless incarcerated or 
otherwise ordered by the Court. Failure to appear, absent good cause, shall be 
grounds for issuance of a warrant of arrest and pre-trial incarceration. 
(3) DISCOVERY, including all disclosures required by I.C.R. 16, must be served and 
completely responded to at least 21 days prior to trial. 
(4) MOTIONS. Except for good cause shown, all Motions listed in I.C.R. 12(b) must 
be filed at least 45 days prior to trial and heard at least 30 days prior to trial. Motions in 
Limine shall be filed by the Court at least 7 days prior to trial. Pursuant to Local Rule 3, 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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all Motions, except Motions to Suppress, shall be accompanied by a brief. Motions to 
Suppress shall identify the issues the Defendant intends to raise so the State may be 
prepared to go forward . One (1) duplicate copy of all Motions, together with supporting 
memorandum and documents, shall be lodged (in writing , e-mail or fax) , at the time of 
filing , in the Court's chambers in Bannock County, and shall be marked "Judge's Copy." 
(5) TRIAL BRIEFS. Trial briefs are encouraged but not required . Submitted trial 
briefs should address substantive factual , legal and/or evidentiary issues, with 
appropriate citation to authority. If a tria l brief is filed , it must be provided to the 
opposing party and a Judge's Copy lodged in the Court's chambers in Bannock County, 
at least 7 days prior to trial. 
(6) PRE-TRIAL SUBMISSIONS. At least 7 days prior to trial , each party shall file , 
and provide to the opposing party and lodge a Judge's Copy in the Court's chambers, 
the following: 
(A) A list of all witnesses which each party intends to call to testify at trial, 
including anticipated rebuttal witnesses. Expert witnesses shall be identified 
as such. Each party must also identify any witness previously disclosed by 
the opposing party that will be objected to and the legal grounds therefore. 
(B) A list of all exhibits which each party intends to introduce at trial. Each 
party must also identify any exhibit previously disclosed by the opposing party 
that will be objected to and the legal grounds therefore. 
(C) A set of pre-marked exhibits. The State shall mark exhibits beginning 
with the number "1" and the Defendant shall mark exhibits beginning with the 
letter "A. " A Judge's Copy of the pre-marked exhibits shall also be provided 
to the Court. 
(D) A list of any objections to any other anticipated evidence so that the 
Court may be prepared to rule on such objections at trial. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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(E) A listing of any stipulated admissions of fact, which will avoid 
unnecessary proof. 
(F) A statement whether counsel requests more than 30 minutes for voir dire 
or opening statement and , if so, the reason(s) more time is needed . 
(7) JURY INSTRUCTIONS. Proposed jury instructions and verdict forms shall be 
filed and exchanged by the parties at least 7 days prior to trial. The parties shall also 
submit both a clean version and a version with cited authority, by e-mail , to the Court's 
clerk in Word format , at least 7 days prior to trial. Except for good cause shown, 
proposed jury instructions should conform to the approved pattern Idaho Jury 
Instructions (ICJI) . Certain "stock" instructions need not be submitted. These will 
typ ically include ICJI 101-108, 201 -202, 204-208, and 232. 
(8) PLEA AGREEMENTS. Except for good cause shown , the Court should be 
advised of any negotiated Plea Agreement no later than 4 :00 P.M., the day prior to the 
trial , so the jury can be notified. Should a Plea Agreement be entered into after the jury 
has been summoned , the Court may assess the cost of call ing the jury to the party the 
Court deems responsible for those costs. 
(9) TRIAL PROCEDURES. A total of TWO (2) trial days have been reserved for this 
trial. If more trial days wi ll be requ ired , the parties are ORDERED to notify the Court no 
less than 30 days prior to trial. On the first day of trial, counsel shall report to the 
Court's chambers at 8:30 a.m. for a brief status conference. Unless otherwise ordered, 
trial days will begin at 9:00 a.m . and end about 5:00 p.m. , with a one hour break for 
lunch . Jury selection shall be by a modified struck jury system. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 5 of 7 
58 of 307
(10) HEARINGS OR CONFERENCES WITH THE COURT. All meetings, 
conferences, and/or hearings with the Court shall be scheduled in advance with the 
Court's Clerk, Nicole Deloach, by calling 208-236-7252. No hearing shall be noticed 
without contacting the Clerk. 
(11) ALTERNATE JUDGES. Notice is hereby given, pursuant to I.C.R. 25(a)(6), that 
an alternate judge may be assigned to preside over the trial of this case, if the current 
presiding judge is unavailable. The list of potential alternate judges is: 1) Honorable 
Stephen S. Dunn; 2) Honorable David C. Nye; 3) Honorable Mitchell W. Brown; 4) 
Honorable Jon Shindurling ; 5) Honorable William H. Woodland; or 6) Honorable Richard 
T. St. Clair. If the I.C.R. 25(a) disqualification has not previously been exercised, failure 
to disqualify, without cause, any one of these alternate judges within fourteen (14) days 
of the date of this Order shall constitute a waiver of such right. 
DATED this JD day of June, 2015. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the Jll day of June, 2015, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Public Defender 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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D U.S. Mail 
C8J E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
C8J E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
OFax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
~ 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
MELISSA E. OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Counsel for the Defendant, Randall Schulthies, appeared before the Court on the 
24th day of August, 2015, for the purpose of a pre-trial conference. JaNiece Price, 
Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. 
At the hearing , counsel requested that this matter be placed on the next jury trial 
calendar. There being no objection, said motion was GRANTED. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for JURY TRIAL before the undersigned District Judge on NOVEMBER 12, 
2015, AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE on OCTOBER 26, 2015, AT THE HOUR OF 
4:00 P.M. 
DATED this s}.6 day of August, 2015. 
ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the _Jj_ day of August, 2015, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
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D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By ~ 
Deputylerk 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
FILED 
BANNOCK COtt\T'Y 
l .'i .. ERK OF THE COURT 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
MOTION TO CONSIDER 
MOTION TO SUPPRESS 
TIMELY FILED 
COMES NOW the Defendant, Melissa Olin, by and through the undersigned attorney, 
and respectfully moves this court for an order considering the Motion to Suppress filed on 
October 26, 2015 in the above matter to be timely filed. The above motion is based upon the 
Defendant having considered doing confidential work for the police department, and has 
recently decided not to follow through. 
DATED this 26th day of October, 2015. 
Chief Public Defender 
MOTION TO CONSIDER MOTION TO SUPPRESS TIMELY FILED 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 26th day of October, 2015, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing MOTION TO CONSIDER MOTION TO SUPPRESS TIMELY FILED was served 
upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, bydepositinga copy of the same in the Prosecutor's 
in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, Ida! o. 
R 
MOTION TO CONSIDER MOTION TO SUPPRESS TIMELY FILED 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
FILED 
BANNOCK CCH.f,TY 
CLE.RK OF THE COtiHT 
!0~5 OCT 2 :i5_ 3: 3 ~ 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
MOTION TO SUPPRESS 
COMES NOW, Melissa Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through her attorney ofrecord, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Bannock County 
Public Defender's Office, and hereby moves the Court for an Order, as follows: 
The Defendant hereby requests that the Court enter an Order, suppressing any all search 
conducted on May 18, 2015 . 
This Motion is brought upon the grounds and for the reasons that the Defendant alleges that 
law enforcement did not have sufficient grounds to conduct a search of her person or backpack 
which violated his Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments, and Article I§ 13 and 17 of the 
Idaho State Constitution. 
Motion To Suppress 
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' 
The Defendant requests that the Court set a hearing to hear this Motion To Suppress, at a 
time and date, convenient to the Court. 
DATED this 26th day of October, 2015. 
R 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 26th day of October, 2014, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing MOTION TO SUPPRESS was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, 
by depositing a copy of the same in the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, 
Idaho. 
Motion To Suppress 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
P.O. BOX P 
POCATELLO, ID 83205-0050 
TELEPHONE: (208) 236-7280 
FACSIMILE: (208) 236-7288 
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Asst. Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
___________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
OBJECTION TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO 
SUPPRESS and MOTION 
TO CONSIDER MTS TIMELY 
FILED 
( __ 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through, JaNIECE PRICE, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, and hereby objects to defendant's Motion to 
Suppress and Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress Timely Filed filed on October 26, 
2015. In support of this Objection, the State submits the following argument. 
I.C.R. 12 (b)(3) - Pretrial Motions provides that these types of motions must be 
raised by counsel prior to trial. Additionally, motions pursuant to 12(b) must be filed within 
28 days after the entry of plea of not guilty or 7 days before trial whichever is earlier. In 
felony cases, such motions must be brought on for hearing within 14 days after filing or 48 
hours before trial whichever is earlier. Additionally the June 10, 2015 Minute Entry and 
Order also sets forth the acceptable times frames within which a Motion to Suppress is to 
be submitted by the Defendant as well as heard by the Court. 
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The Defendant has failed to file its Motion to Suppress and Notice of Hearing 
within the time frames set forth in I.C.R. 12(b) and the guidelines of this Court's Minute 
Entry and Order on Arraignment and Order Setting Criminal Jury Trial. A failure by the 
Defendant to raise defenses or objections or to make requests which must be made prior 
to trial as dictated by I.C.R. , or at the time set by the court pursuant to subsection(d), or 
prior to any extension thereof made by the court, shall constitute a waiver thereof of those 
defenses or objections. 
There has been no showing of good cause or excusable neglect by the Defendant 
concerning this Motion to Suppress and relief should not be given by this Court. State v. 
Alanis provides that a trial court abuses its discretion in considering a motion to suppress 
the evidence when the motion is not filed timely and when neither good cause nor 
excusable neglect has been shown. 109 Idaho 884, ( 1985 ). 
The State requests that the defense's motion be denied on the aforementioned 
bases. 
DATED this ~ y of November, 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on th·s ay of November, 2015, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing OBJECTION TO ENDANT'S MOTION TO SUPPRESS 
was delivered to the following: 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
~ e 
68 of 307
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
MELISSA E OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Counsel for the Defendant, Randall D. Schulthies, appeared before the Court on 
the 26th day of October, 2015, for the purpose of a pre-trial conference. JaNiece Price, 
Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho 
At the hearing , counsel requested that this matter be placed on the next jury trial 
calendar. There being no objection, said motion was GRANTED. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for JURY TRIAL before the undersigned District Judge on DECEMBER 8, 
2015, AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE on NOVEMBER 23, 2015, AT THE HOUR 
OF 4:00 P.M. 
DATEDthis ~ day of November, 2015. 
ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the ,2 day of November, 2015, I served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated . 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
DFax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By: ~ 
Deputy Cerk 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
, , 1 FI LED 
cs,,NNOCI{ ,..( 
C'LE.RK OF TH"'~)l. f\ 1''r 
c coura 
2015 IIOY-5 PN 3: 2~ 
BY__ fnr\ . 
DEPTify~~ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-20 I 5-7667-FE-C 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: State of Idaho and their attorney of record, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that further proceedings regarding the Defendant's Motion 
to Suppress, shall be called up and presented for disposition before the above entitled court on the 
19th day of November, 2015, at the hour of 1 :30 o'clock p.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can 
be heard, before the Honorable Robert C. Naftz, Bannock County Courthouse. 
DATED this 5'" day ofNovember, 20~-rb'~~t=-~---------
~ D.SCHlJLTHIES 
Notice Of Hearing 
Page 1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 5th day of November, 2015, a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing NOTICE OF HEARING was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
by depositing a copy of the same into the Prose or's in-box Bannock County Courthouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
Notice Of Hearing 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
AMENDED NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: State ofldaho and their attorney of record, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that the Defendant's Motion to Suppress shall be called up 
and presented for disposition before the above entitled court on the 3 rd day of December 2015 at 
the hour of 11 :00 o'clock a.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, before the Honorable 
Robert C. Naftz, Bannock County Courthouse. 
DATED this 18th day ofNovember, 2015. 
Amended Notice Of Hearing 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 18th day of November, 2015 a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing AMENDED NOTICE OF HEARING was served upon the Bannock County 
Prosecuting Attorney by depositing a copy of the same into the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County 
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Amended Notice Of Hearing 
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I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
MELISSA E. OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Counsel for the Defendant, Randall Schulthies, appeared before the Court on the 
23rd day of November, 2015, for the purpose of a pre-trial conference. JaNiece Price, 
Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. 
At the hearing, counsel requested that this matter be placed on the next jury trial 
calendar. There being no objection, said motion was GRANTED. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for JURY TRIAL before the undersigned District Judge on FEBRUARY 9, 
2016, AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
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, 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE on JANUARY 25. 2016, AT THE HOUR OF 
4:00 P.M. 
DATED this _cl~_ day of December, 2015. 
ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the t7> day of December, 2015, I served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 2 of 2 
D U.S. Mail 
C8J E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
C8J E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
0Fax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By: __ ............ wlJ~--
Deputy Clerk 
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COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-0007667-FE 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
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Hearing type: Motion to Consider Motion Timely /Suppression 
Hearing date: 12/2/2015 
Time: 11:03 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Nicole Deloach 
Tape Number: 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: JaNiece Price 
11:04 Motion to Consider Motion to Suppress Timely Filed; Motion to Suppress; 
Schulthies - argument on first motion; 
Price - response; does cause prejudice to state; ask to find that motion was not 
timely filed and not hear Motion to Suppress 
Court - Def. should have opportunity to be heard; rules ensure justice; by 
denying motion, would prejudice Defendant; grant motion finding it timely 
Price - calls Trooper Shane Call, ISP 
Schulthies - move to exclude other witnesses 
Price - was subpoenaed by defense 
c/s/t 
Price - direct examination 
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Schulthies - stipulated to experience; would like foundation for drug recognition 
experience 
Court - records reflect identification of Defendant 
Schulthies - cross examination 
Price - redirect examination 
Schulthies - recross examination 
Court - witness down 
Price - state rests 
Schulthies - calls Trooper Jordan Scow, ISP 
c/s/t 
Schulthies - direct examination 
Price - no cross examination; final comments 
Schulthies - final comments 
Court - take under advisement and issue written decision 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
ORDER 
NATURE OF THE ACTION 
This matter came before this Court pursuant to a Motion to Suppress submitted by the 
defendant, Melissa Olin. However, that motion was not filed on time, requiring the Defendant to 
also request leave from this Court to proceed with her motion. The Defendant reasoned this 
Court should hear her late-filed Motion to Suppress on the basis that she had "considered doing 
confidential work for the police department" but had "recently decided not to follow through." 
(Mot. to Consider Mot. to Suppress Timely Filed, Oct. 26, 2015.) During oral arguments, 
defense counsel fmther explained the Defendant had been approached to act as an informant. 
According to counsel, the Defendant mistakenly believed that work would resolve her case, 
causing her to overlook the filing deadlines. However, when it became clear the case would 
continue forward, the Defendant sought to suppress certain evidence. Counsel for the Defendant 
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argued the lateness of the Motion to Suppress amounted to excusable neglect, and it would not 
prejudice the State if the motion were allowed to move forward. The State objected to the 
Defendant's request to be heard on the untimely Motion to Suppress, as well as the Motion to 
Suppress itself. The State first reasoned the Motion to Suppress was filed outside of the time 
frames set forth in Idaho Criminal Rule 12(b), as well as this Court's minute entry and orders, 
which lateness resulted in a waiver of the Defendant's right to suppress evidence. The State 
further argued: "There has been no showing of good cause or excusable neglect by the 
Defendant concerning this Motion to Suppress and relief should not be given by this Court." 
(Obj. to Defs Mot. to Suppress and Mot. to Consider Mots. Timely Filed, Nov. 3, 2015, 2.) 
Oral arguments regarding the timeliness issue and the Motion to Suppress were taken on 
December 3, 2015. After listening to the parties' initial argwnents regarding timeliness, this 
Court ruled from the bench and granted the Defendant's request to hear her Motion to Suppress. 
In the interest of justice, this Court determined the Defendant should have the opportunity to be 
heard. Further, this Court found that while the motion was untimely, the criminal rules are 
intended to ensure justice, and there was nothing to indicate the State would be prejudiced by 
allowing the Motion to Suppress to go forward. The parties' arguments regarding the Motion to 
Suppress followed, with this Court taking that issue under advisement. 
No supp01ting briefs were submitted, and both parties declined this Cowt's invitation to 
submit written argument in addition to their oral arguments. This Court has now reviewed the 
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entire file and considered the oral arguments presented. An evidentiary hearing was also 
previously conducted, and this Court took that proceeding into consideration, as well. Based on 
all the information presented, this Court now issues this Memorandum Decision and Order. 
ISSUE 
l. Whether to grant the Defendant's Motion to Suppress. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
On May 18, 2015, Trooper S. Call of the Idaho State Police, observed a black Dodge 
truck traveling directly in front of his patrol vehicle. Trooper Call observed the registration on 
the rear license plate had expired in April. After confirming the expired license with the dispatch 
center, Trooper Call conducted a traffic stop on the truck. Trooper Call made contact with the 
driver of the vehicle, who was identified as Cody M. Olin. Mr. Olin told the trooper his driver's 
license was suspended. The Defendant in this case, Melissa E. Olin, was a passenger in the 
truck. Trooper Call informed Mr. Olin of the reason for the traffic stop and then proceeded to 
conduct a driver's check on both of the Olins. As a result of that check, Trooper Call confirmed 
that Mr. Olin's driving status was invalid and fin1her learned that he had a misdemeanor warrant 
for his aiTest based on a probation violation out of Bonneville County. Trooper Call also 
discovered the Defendant's license was suspended out of California. Trooper Ca]] then requested 
another officer to assist him with the stop. Officer P. Boll from the Pocatello Police arrived on 
the scene, and Trooper Call proceeded to an·est Mr. Olin on the basis of the Bonneville County 
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warrant. (Officer Probable Cause Statement, May 18, 2015 , 2.) 1 After Mr. Olin was handcuffed, 
Trooper Call conducted a pat down search. In the course of that search, Trooper Call located a 
plastic bag inside Mr. Olin's baseball cap. A whjte crystal substance was inside the bag, and, 
upon questionjng by the trooper, Mr. Olin "stated that [the substance in the bag] was 
methamphetamine." (Id.)2 
Eventually, Trooper Call made contact with the Defendant, asking her to step outside of 
the truck. Trooper Call informed the Defendant he was going to search the vehicle. He observed 
a purse on the floor board where the Defendant had been sitting. Ms. Olin confirmed the purse 
belonged to her. Trooper Call searched the purse and discovered other small coin purses within 
the purse. Inside a black coin purse, Trooper Call discovered a white bag with a white residue. 
Upon inquiry, the Defendant stated the white substance was aspirin. Trooper Call then found a 
blue coin purse, which held a black plastic bag. That black plastic bag also contained a white 
residue. A Narcotics Identification Kit test ("NIK test") was conducted on both of the plastic 
bags. The black bag with white residue tested presumptive positive for methamphetamine. The 
white bag with residue did not test presumptive positive for methamphetamine. Following the 
results of the NIK test, Trooper Call placed the Defendant under a1Test for methamphetamine. 
1 "I infonned Cody [Olin] that he had a warrant for his arrest out of Bonneville County. I infonned [Mr. Olin] that 
he was under arrest for the warrant. .. . " 
2 After Mr. Olin was arres.ted and taken to the Bannock County Jail , the substance found on his person was tested 
with a NIK kit. The substance showed a presumptive positive for methamphetamine. (Officer Probable Cause 
Statement at 3.) 
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No other illegal items were found in the vehicle. 
Both suspects were eventually transported to the Bannock County Jail. Mr. Olin was 
incarcerated on his outstanding warrant. Thereafter, Trooper Call cited Mr. Olin for driving on 
an invalid license, and he was released. (Id. at 3.) The Defendant was booked into the Bannock 
County Jail on a charge of possession of methamphetamine. 
DISCUSSION 
The Defendant is arguing the methamphetamine discovered in her purse must be 
suppressed because the police had no probable cause to conduct a search of the truck or the 
Defendant's personal belongings. 
1. Whether the pretextual nature of the stop invalidates the search. 
The stop of the vehicle in this case was pretextual in nature due to suspected drug 
activity. Counsel for the Defendant questioned Officer Call about the pretextual nature of the 
stop. Officer Call admitted that when he stopped the truck for the registration violation, that was 
not his "prime purpose" and that Mr. Olin was never cited for failure to register. (Ct. Rep. 's Tr. 
of Proceedings, Dec. 3, 2015 31 :24-32: 15; 33: 15-17 .) While counsel for the Defendant declined 
to pursue this issue futther during his examination of the officer, he did make the following 
additional statements during closing arguments: "And, obviously, based on Officer Cali's 
testimony, this was basically a pretextual stop. There was no intention to pursue the driving 
violation or the expired registration. He wasn't even cited for it." (Id. at 57: 19-23.) The State 
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acknowledged the police were on the lookout for Mr. Olin's vehicle, but argued the vehicle was 
still lawfully stopped based on Officer Cali's observation that the truck was operating with an 
expired registration. (Id. at 53:1-9.) 
It is undisputed the nature of the stop here was pretextual. While the pretextual nature of 
the stop does not appear to be the basis for the Defendant's Motion to Suppress, this Court took 
note of the arguments made and will briefly address the issue. First, the Idaho Court of Appeals 
has determined that "when an officer has an objectively reasonable basis for making an 
investigative stop, the officer's subjective motive or actual state of mind is i1Televant." State v. 
Myers, 118 Idaho 608,610, 798 P.2d 453,455 (Idaho Ct.App. 1990). In the Myers case, the 
Idaho Court of Appeals specifically found: 
[T]he officer had an objectively reasonable basis for making the stop. In fact, the officer 
who stopped Myers had probable cause to make the stop because of the observed traffic 
infraction. Consequently, any underlying motive of Detective Tudbury in stopping 
Myers' vehicle as a pretext to search for drugs was i1Televant because the stop was 
justified by an objectively reasonable basis. 
/d.(intemal citations omitted). 
This case is similar. Although Officer Call clearly intended to conduct a search of the 
vehicle prior to initiating the stop and such stop was therefore a pretext to search for drugs, any 
motive of Officer Call is inelevant because the stop here was justified by an objectively 
reasonable basis. The stop was based upon reasonable suspicion the Defendant's vehicle was 
being driven contrary to traffic laws, specifically the vehicle's registration was expired. Thus, 
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the stop of Mr. Olin's truck for violating traffic laws was consistent with Fourth Amendment 
protections. As such, there is no need to further discuss whether the pretextual nature of the stop 
invalidates the eventual search of the Defendant. 
2. Whether there was probable cause to conduct a search of the Defendant's purse. 
The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article I, § 17 of the Idaho 
Constitution protect the "right of people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers and effects 
against unreasonable searches and seizures." U.S. v. Sharpe, 470 U.S. 675, 681 (1985); 
Silverman v. U.S., 365 U.S. 505,511 (1961). There is a strong presumption that a warrantless 
search is umeasonable. State v. Curl, 125 Idaho 224, 225, 869 P.2d 224, 225 (1993). Therefore, 
a warrantless search is prohibited unless the search falls within one of the judicially recognized 
exceptions to the warrant requirement. Cal. v. Acevedo, 500 U.S. 565,580 (1991); State v. 
Prewitt, 136 Idaho 547, 550, 38 P.3d 126, 129 (Idaho Ct. App. 2001). The burden is on the state 
to justify a warrantless search. Curl, 125 Idaho at 225, 869 P.2d at 225. 
In this case, the State had no warrant to search. However, the State argues the search of 
the Defendant's purse was ultimately justified by the automobile exception to the warrant 
requirement. The State submits that Officer Call developed the probable cause necessary to 
conduct a search of the vehicle and any containers within the vehicle after discovering 
methamphetamine on the person of the arrestee during the course of a lawful search incident to 
arrest. 
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a. The warrantless search contemporaneous to the arrest of Mr. Olin was 
justified under the circumstances. 
"Searches incident to arrest are one of the well-established exceptions to the warrant 
requirement. Chime[ v. California, 395 U.S. 752, 89 S.Ct. 2034, 23 L.Ed.2d 685 (1969); 
Mcintee, 124 Idaho at 804, 864 P.2d at 642." State v. LaMay, 140 Idaho 835 , 838, 103 P.3d 448, 
451 (2004). "In Chime[, the U.S. Supreme Comt upheld a search of the person aiTested and the 
area within his immediate control. The stated justifications for a search contemporaneous to an 
arrest are the need to prevent physical harm to the arresting officer, destruction of evidence and 
possession of weapons to use in order to resist anest or effect [sic] an escape." State v. Mcintee, 
124 Idaho 803 , 804, 854. P .2d 641 , 642 (Idaho Ct.App. l 993)(internal citation omitted). In 
addition, "Chime/ defined the justification of a search incident to arrest to extend only to ' the 
arrestee's person and the area "within his immediate control," - construing that phrase to mean 
the area from within which he might gain possession of a weapon or destructible evidence.'" 
LaMay, 140 Idaho at 838, 103 P.3d at 451(internal citation omitted). Indeed, '"[t]he permissible 
scope and purpose of a search incident to arrest is not limited to the removal of weapons but 
includes the discovery and seizures of evidence of crime .... ' Moore, 129 Idaho at 781 , 932 
P.2d at 904." State v. Cox, 136 Idaho 858, 863 , 41 P.3d 744, 749 (Idaho Ct.App. 2002). 
This Court finds the search of the driver was justified as a warrantless search incident to 
arrest. First, there is no dispute Mr. Olin was lawfully arrested. Trooper Call conducted the 
search contemporaneous to Mr. Olin's arrest, limiting that search to the arrestee's person and 
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justified by the need to prevent physical harm to the officer, destruction of evidence and removal 
of weapons. Thus, the trooper's actions in searching the arrestee without a wairnnt clearly fall 
within the search incident to arrest exception. The question now is whether that lawful search, 
which resulted in the discovery of evidence of a potential crime, justified the further search of the 
truck and its containers under the automobile exception, as urged by the State. 
b. The search incident to arrest provided the probable cause to allow the police 
to search the truck, as well as the Defendant's purse, under the automobile 
exception to the warrant requirement. 
As explained, in the course of the search incident to arrest, Officer Call discovered a 
baggie inside the anestee's hat. That baggie contained a white residue, which Mr. Olin stated 
was methamphetamine. The State argues that based on that discovery of evidence of a crime 
during the contemporaneous search incident to arrest, and in light of the fact that the anestee was 
a recent occupant of the vehicle, the police developed the necessary probable cause to then 
conduct a wanantless search of the arrestee's truck and any containers within the truck in order 
to look for further evidence of criminal activity, under the automobile exception. In response, the 
Defendant argues the methamphetamine discovered in her purse must be suppressed because the 
police had no probable cause to conduct a search of the truck or the Defendant's personal 
belongings based on Arizona v. Gant, 556 U.S. 332, 129 S.Ct. 1710 (2009). Citing to that case, 
the Defendant argues the discovery of alleged meth on the arrestee's person did not provide the 
officer with the necessary probable cause to then search the anestee's vehicle and the 
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Defendant's purse because the discovery of the methamphetamine was unrelated to the crime of 
Mr. Olin's arrest for driving on a suspended license. Thus, resolution of this matter hinges on the 
search parameters as set forth in Gant. 
1. Arizana v. Gant does not require the evidence to be suppressed. 
In the Gant case, the United States Supreme Comt clarified the authority of the police to 
search vehicles as a contemporaneous incident of a recent occupant's lawful arrest. The 
circumstances under which the police may search a vehicle incident to a recent occupant's arrest 
were naiTowed in certain instances to allow for a search "only if the arrestee is within reaching 
distance of the passenger compartment at the time of the search or it is reasonable to believe the 
vehicle contains evidence of the offense of anest." Gant , 556 U.S. 332,351, 129 S.Ct. 1710 at 
1723-24. The Defendant relies on that language to argue the search of the Defendant's purse was 
not justified because the arrestee was already secured by handcuffs and in a patrol car at the time 
of the search, and there was no reason to believe the truck contained evidence of the offense of a 
driving violation, which the Defendant points to as the basis for Mr. Olin's anest. 3 
This Court agrees with the Defendant's assertion that Mr. Olin's a1Test was not related to 
any drug offense, and the subsequent search of his vehicle cannot be based on any proximity 
argument or on any kind of reasonable belief that the vehicle contained evidence of the crime of 
3 In his probable cause statement, Trooper Call stated Mr. Olin was placed under arrest for the warrant out of 
Bonneville County. He also stated that Mr. Olin was "cited and released .. . for invalid driver's license." (Officer 
Probable Cause Statement at 3.) During oral arguments on this matter, Trooper Call testified that the reason for the 
arrest was a driving violation. Despite these somewhat conflicting justifications for the arrest of Mr. Olin, there is 
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a1Test. However, the Defendant's argument fails to take into account the larger holding in Gant 
regarding searches incident to arrest. Our Supreme Court also stated that in the absence of the 
justifications pertaining to access to the vehicle and evidence of the crime of arrest, Gant still 
upholds a warrantless search of the arrestee's vehicle if the police "show that another exception 
to the wanant requirement applies ." Id. The relevant holding in Gani provides in full: 
Police may search a vehicle incident to a recent occupant's arrest only if the arrestee is 
within reaching distance of the passenger compartment at the time of the search or it is 
reasonable to believe the vehicle contains evidence of the offense of arrest. When these 
justifications are absent, a search of an arrestee 's vehicle will be unreasonable unless 
police obtain a warrant or show that another exception to the warrant requirement 
applies. 
Id. (emphases added). Based on that additional language, the State argues the prohibitions 
contained in Gant are inapplicable here because the search can be justified on the basis of 
another exception to the warrant requirement, namely the automobile exception. 
Under the automobile exception to the warrant requirement, "the police are permitted to 
'search an automobile and the containers within it where they have probable cause to believe 
contraband or evidence is contained."' State v. Murphy, 129 Idaho 861 , 863 , 934 P.2d 34, 36 
(Idaho Ct.App. 1997)(quoting State v. Gallegos, 120 Idaho 894, 898, 821 P.2d 949, 953 (1991), 
quoting Acevedo, 500 U.S. at 580, 111 S.Ct. at 1991.)) Probable cause is defined as "a flexible, 
common-sense standard. A practical, nonteclmical probability that incriminating evidence is 
involved is all that is required." Id. (internal citations omitted). The Idaho Court of Appeals has 
still nothing in the record to show that Mr. Olin was arrested on the basis of any drug-related offense. 
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explained the automobile exception as follows: 
The automobile exception to the warrant requirement allows law enforcement officers to 
conduct warrantless searches of automobiles if they have probable cause to believe that 
the automobile contains contraband or evidence of a crime. Carroll v. United States, 267 
U.S. 132, 45 S.Ct. 280, 69 L.Ed. 543 {1925). These searches may include the search of 
any container within the car if the container could reasonably contain the suspected 
contraband or evidence. United States v. Ross, 456 U.S. 798, 825, 102 S.Ct. 2157, 2173, 
72 L.Ed.2d 572, 594 {1982). Probable cause is the possession of information that would 
lead a person of ordinary care and prudence to believe or ente1tain an honest and strong 
presumption that such person is guilty. State v. Julian, 129 Idaho 133. 137. 922 P.2d 
1059, 1063 (1996). When analyzing the existence of probable cause, this Court must 
determine whether the facts available to the officers at the moment of the search 
warranted a person of reasonable caution to believe that the action taken was appropriate. 
Julian, 129 Idaho at 136, 922 P.2d at 1062; State v. Hobson, 95 Idaho 920, 925, 523 P.2d 
523, 528 {1974). The facts making up the probability are viewed from an objective 
standpoint. Julian, 129 Idaho at 136-37, 922 P.2d at 1062-63. Additionally, in passing on 
the question of probable cause, the expertise and experience of the officer may be taken 
into account. State v. Ramirez, 121 Idaho 319, 323. 824 P.2d 894, 898 (Ct.App.1991). 
State v. Gomez, 144 Idaho 865, 870, 172 P.3d 1140, 1145 (Idaho Ct.App. 2007). In the case of 
State v. Newman, 149 Idaho 596,237 P.3d 1222 the Idaho Court of Appeals further stated: 
In determining whether probable cause to search exists, the facts known to the officers 
must be judged in accordance with the factual and practical considerations of everyday 
life on which reasonable and prudent people act. If probable cause exists to believe a 
vehicle contains evidence of criminal activity, the search of any area of the vehicle in 
which the evidence might be found is authorized; the scope of such a search includes 
evidence relevant to offenses other than the offense of arrest. 
149 Idaho at 600. Furthermore, 
If probable cause justifies the search of a lawfully-stopped vehicle, it justifies the search 
of every part of the vehicle and its contents that may conceal the object of the search. The 
scope of a wanantless search of an automobile is not defined by the nature of the 
container in which the contraband is secreted. Rather, it is defined by the object of the 
search and the places in which there is probable cause to believe that it may be found. 
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State v. Smith, 152 Idaho 115, 120, 266 P.3d 1220, 1225 (Idaho Ct.App. 201 l)(intemal citations 
omitted); see also Wyoming v. Houghton, 526 U.S. 295, 307, 119 S.Ct. 1297, 1304 
( 1999)("[P]olice officers with probable cause to search a car may inspect passengers' belongings 
found in the car that are capable of concealing the object of the search.") 
It is clear from the record in this case that a warrantless search was conducted on the basis 
of the automobile exception after the officer developed the required probable cause as a result of 
the search incident to arrest conducted on Mr. Olin. Specifically, the discovery of a bag 
containing a white substance located on the arrestee's person, which the arrestee stated was 
methamphetamine, clearly provided Trooper Call with a reasonable belief that the vehicle 
contained evidence of criminal activity. Furthermore, that probable cause to search the vehicle 
allowed for the inspection of the passenger's belongings. The Defendant does not dispute that 
she was a passenger in the truck or that her purse was located in the truck. A purse is certainly 
capable of concealing drugs and/or drug paraphernalia. Fmthermore, the Defendant made no 
argument that even assuming the officer had probable cause to search the vehicle that there was 
anything illegal about the search of the Defendant's purse. As recognized by the Gant court, 
there are other established exceptions to the warrant requirement, including specific authorization 
to search any area of a vehicle as long as there is probable cause to believe the vehicle contains 
evidence of criminal activity. State v. Cantrell, 149 Idaho 247, 252, 233 P.3d 178, 183 (Idaho 
Ct.App. 2010). 
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In this case, there is no dispute Officer Call conducted a lawful stop of the vehicle in 
which the Defendant was a passenger. Further, the Defendant did not argue that the arrest of Mr. 
Olin or the subsequent pat down were illegal. From that lawful search incident to aITest, Officer 
Call developed the probable cause necessary to conduct a search of the truck pursuant to the 
automobile exception. As such, the portion of the holding in Arizona v. Gant prohibiting a 
search incident to arrest unless the arrestee is within reaching distance of the passenger 
compartment at the time of the search or it is reasonable to believe the vehicle contains evidence 
of the offense of aITest, is not applicable to the suppression issue before this Comt. The search of 
the Defendant's purse was justified on the basis of another exception to the wan-ant requirement 
- specifically, the automobile exception derived from Carroll v. U.S., 267 U.S. 132, 45 S.Ct. 280 
(1925). 
CONCLUSION 
While the police had no wairnnt to conduct a search of the Defendant's purse in this case, 
the State has met its burden of overcoming the strong presumption that the warrantless search 
was invalid. The State established the necessary probable cause to search the arrestee's truck, 
including the search of the Defendant's purse, which was located inside the truck, on the basis of 
the automobile exception. The lawful search incident to arrest provided the police with the 
probable cause necessary to conduct a wairnntless search of the vehicle and its containers based 
on the belief that the vehicle contained contraband or evidence of a crime. The Defendant 
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reasoned the search was unlawful under Gant, arguing the holding of that case prohibited the 
search of the vehicle because it was not reasonable to believe the vehicle contained evidence of 
the offense of arrest. However, that pat1icular prong of the Gant ruling is not applicable in this 
case since law enforcement established separate probable cause to search the vehicle under the 
automobile exception. 
Therefore, the Defendant's Motion to Suppress is hereby DENIED. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATEDthis IS" dayofJanuary, 2016. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE ' 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANM8J~Ff8 -a _ 
I: 5/ I:] 
-~,.. 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
D1::. 'ii,,.~ r..~ C "' ·~ 
'lJ.I I T LI: 'k 
Plaintiff, CASE NO. _______ _ 
vs. W AIYER OF SPEEDY TRIAL 
Defendant. 
Defendant acknowledges that he/she has a right to have this case brought to trial within 
six (6) months of his/her anaignment in district court or the filing of the Prosecuting Attorney's 
Information. Further, the defendant has consulted with his/her attorney regarding their right to a 
speedy trial pursuant to the Sixth Amendment of the United States Constitution1, Article I §13 of 
the Idaho Constitution2, and Idaho Code §19-3501 3. 
1 In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impa1tial jury of 
the State and district wherein the crime shall have been committed, which district shall have been previously 
ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses 
against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel 
for his defence. 
2 Guaranties in criminal actions and due process of law. In all criminal prosecutions, the party accused shall have 
the right to a speedy and public trial ; to have the process of the court to compel the attendance of witnesses in his 
behalf, and to appear and defend in person and with counsel. 
No person shall be twice put in jeopardy for the same offense; nor be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness 
against himself; nor be deprived of life, liberty or property without due process of law. 
3 When action may be dismissed. The court, unless good cause to the contrary is shown, must order the prosecution 
or indictment to be dismissed, in the following cases: 
(I) When a person has been held to answer for a public offense, .if an indictment or information is not found against 
him and filed with the comt within six (6) months from the date of his arrest. 
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That based upon careful consideration and consultation with counsel, the defendant 
hereby waives his/her right to have this case brought to trial within the six month period of time 
as stated above. The defendant fully understands the pros and cons of waiving their right to a 
speedy trial and believes that it would be in their best interest to give up this right. The 
defendant further understands that once their right to a speedy trial is waived, the Comi may set 
this case for trial more than six months from the time in which they were arraigned in district 
court or the filing of the Prosecuting Attorney's Information. State v .Folk, 151 Idaho 327,256 
P.3d 735. 
DATED this i+\,-- dayof _ c...........,.}{J _ __ , 81>\½' 
\hkD& 
~fondant 
(2) If a defendant, whose trial has not been postponed upon his applicat ion, is not brought to trial within six (6) 
months from the date that the information is filed with the court. 
(3) If a defendant, whose trial has not been postponed upon his application, is not brought to tri al within six (6) 
months from the date that the defendant was arraigned before the court in which the indictment is found. 
( 4) lf a defendant, charged with a misdemeanor offense, whose trial has not been postponed upon his application, is 
not brought to trial within six (6) months from the date that the defendant enters a plea of not guilty with the comt. 
(5) ff a defendant, charged with both a felony or multiple fe lonies and a misdemeanor or multiple misdemeanors 
together in the same action or charging document, whose trial has not been postponed upon his application, is not 
brought to h·ial within six (6) months from the date that the information is filed with the court. 
(6) If a defendant, charged with both a felony or multiple felonies and a misdemeanor or multiple misdemeanors 
together in the same action or charging document, whose trial has not been postponed upon his application, is not 
brought to trial within six (6) months from the date that the defendant was arraigned before the court in which the 
indictment is found. 
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COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-0007667-FE 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin 
Hearing type: Further Proceedings 
Hearing date: 2/8/2016 
Time: 11:43 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 309 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Brandy Peck 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Stephen Herzog 
11:40 DA requests a trial date, not changing plea 
Tr ial 4-12-16 with pretrial 3-28-16 at 4pm 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
MELISSA E OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No:CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Counsel for the Defendant, Randall D. Schulthies, appeared before the Court on 
the 8th day of February, 2016 for Further Proceedings. Steve Herzog, Bannock County 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho 
At the hearing, Mr. Schulthies requested that this matter be placed on the next jury 
trial calendar. There being no objection, said motion was GRANTED. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for JURY TRIAL before the undersigned District Judge on APRIL 12, 2016 
AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above entitled matter be and the same is 
hereby set for PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE on MARCH 28, 2016, AT THE HOUR OF 
4:00 P.M. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
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DATED this \ D day of February, 2016. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /ID day of February, 2016, I served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 2 of 2 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By ~J 
Deputy Clerk 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P . 0 . Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
.. ·-··· ··· 
. . ,•. •'. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO , 
Plaintif f , 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN , 
Defendant . 
Case No . CR-20 15- 7 66 7 -FE-C 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
JURY INSTRUCTIONS 
- .,~-c-
COMES NOW, Mel i ssa Olin , the Defendant i n the above entitled 
ma t ter , acting by and t hrough his counsel of record , David R. 
Martinez , Chie f Deputy Public Defender of the Bannock County Public 
Defender ' s Off i ce , and hereby submits the following Defendant ' s 
Requested Ju r y Instructions , numbered 1 through 12 . 
DATED t h is 2 nd day of March , 20 1 6 . 
& .~ 
Chief Public Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTI FY that on this 2nd day of March , 2016 , a true and 
correct copy of the foregoi ng DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED JURY INSTRUCTIONS 
was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attor ney , by depositing 
a copy of the same in the Prosecutor ' s in - box , Bannock County 
Courthouse , Pocate ll o , Idaho . 
RANbALL D. SCHifLTHIES 
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DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . J 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
Now that you have been sworn as jurors to try this case , I want to go over 
with you what will be happening. I will describe h ow the trial will be 
conducted and what we will be doing. At the end of the trial , I will give you 
more detailed guidance on how you are to reach your decision. 
Because the state has the burden of proof , it goes first . After the 
state ' s opening statement , the defense may make an opening statement , or may 
wait until the state has presented its case . 
The state will offer evidence that it says will support the charge(s) 
against the defendant. The defense may the n present evidence , but is not 
required to do so . If the defense does present evidence , the state may then 
present rebuttal evidence. This is evidence offered to answer the 
defense ' s evidence. 
After you have heard all the evidence , I will give you additional 
instructions on the law. After you have heard the instructions , the state and 
the defense will each be given time for closing arguments . In their closing 
arguments , they will summarize the evidence to help you understand how it 
relates to the law . Just as the opening statements are not evidence , neither 
are the c losing arguments . After the c losing arguments , you will leave the 
courtroom together to make your decision. During your deliberations , you will 
have with you my instructions , the exhibits admitted into evidence and any 
notes taken by you in court. 
ICJI 101 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
103 of 307
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . ~ 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
This criminal case has been brought by the state of Idaho . I will 
sometimes refer to the state as the prosecution. The state is 
represented at this trial by the prosecuting attorney , JaNiece Price . 
he defendant , Me l issa Olin , is represented by a lawyer , Randall D. 
Schulthies . 
The defendant is charged by the state of Idaho with violat ion of 
law . The charge against the defendant is contained in the Complaint. 
The clerk shall read the Complaint , and state the defendant ' s plea . 
The Complaint is simply a description of t he charge ; it is not 
evidence . 
Comment 
I.e . s 19-2101 requires that the clerk read the information or 
indictment in all felony cases . 
ICJI 102 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 
Under our law and system of justice, the defendant i s presumed to 
be innocent . The presumption of innocence means two things. 
First, the state has the burden of proving the defendant guilty . 
The state has that burden throughout the trial. The defendant is never 
required to prove [h is ] [her] innocence , nor does the defendant eve r 
have to produce any evidence at a l l. 
Second, the state must prove the alleged crime beyond a 
reasonable doubt . A reasonable doubt is not a mere possible or 
imaginary doubt . It is a doubt based on reason and common sense . It 
may arise from a careful and impartial consideration of all the 
evidence , or from lack of evidence. If after considering all the 
evidence you have a reasonable doubt about the defendant ' s guilt , you 
must find the defendant not guilty. 
Comment 
The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment requires that the 
jury be instructed on the presumption of innocence. Taylor v. 
Kentucky, 436 U.S. 478 (1977). Although technically not a 
"presumption ", the presumption of innocence is a way of describing the 
prosecution ' s duty both to produce evidence of guilt and to convince 
the jury beyond a reasonable doubt . Id . 
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"The beyond a reasonable doubt standard is a requirement of due 
process , but the Constitution neither prohibits trial courts from 
defining reasonable doubt nor requires them to do so as a matter of 
course . Indeed , so long as the court instructs the jury on the 
necessity that the defendant's guilt be proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt, the Constitution does not require that any particular form of 
words be used in advising the jury of the government's burden of 
proof. Rather, 'taken as a whole , the instructions [must) correctly 
conve[y) the concept of reasonable doubt to the jury. '" Victor v. 
Nebraska , 511 U.S. 1, 5 (1994) (citations omitted). 
The above instruction reflects the view that it is preferable to 
instruct the jury on the meaning of proof beyond a reasonable doubt . 
This instruction defines that term concisely while avoiding the 
pitfalls arising from some other attempts to define this concept. 
ICJI 103 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
106 of 307
YOO ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . 
Your duties are to determine the facts, to apply the law set forth 
in my instructions to those facts , and in th i s way to decide the case. 
In so doing , you must follow my i nstructions regardless of your own 
opinion of what the law is or should be, or what either side may state 
the law to be. You must consider them as a whole , not picking out one 
and disregarding o t hers . The order in which the instructions are 
given has no significance as to their relative importance . The law 
requires that your decision be made solely upon the evidence before 
you . Neither sympathy nor prejudice should influence you in your 
deliberations . Faithfu l performance by you of these duties is vital 
to the administration of justice . 
In determining the facts , you may consider only the evidence 
admitted in this trial. This evidence consists of the testimony of 
the witnesses , t he exh ibits offered a nd received , and any stipulated 
or admitted facts . The product ion of evidence i n court is governed by 
rules of law . At times during the trial , an objection may be made to 
a question asked a witness , or to a witness ' answer , or to an exhibit . 
This simply mea ns that I a m being asked to decide a particular rule of 
law. Arguments on the admissib i lity of evidence are designed to aid 
the Court and are not to be considered by you nor affect your 
deliberations. I f I sustain an objection to a question or to an 
exh ibit , t he witness may not a nswer the quest i on or the exhibit may 
not be considered . Do not attempt to guess what the answer might have 
been or what the exhibit might have shown. Similarly , if I tell you 
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not to consider a particular statement or exhibit you should put it 
out of your mind , and not refer to it or re l y on it in your later 
deliberations. 
During t he trial I may have to talk wi th the pa r ties about the r ul e s 
of l aw which should apply in this case . Sometimes we will talk here 
at the bench. At other times I will excuse you from the courtroom so 
that you can be comfor table while we work out any problems . Your are 
not to speculate about any such discussions . They are necessary from 
time to time and help the trial run more smoothly. 
Some of you have probably heard the terms "circumstantial evidence, '' 
"direct evidence " and ''hearsay evidence.'' Do not be concerned with 
these terms . You are to consider all the evidence admitted in this 
trial. 
However, the law does not require you to believe all the evidence. 
As the sol e judges of the facts , you must determine what evidence you 
believe and what weight you attach to it . 
There is no magical formul a by which one may evaluate testimony. 
You bring with you to this courtroom all of the experience and 
background of your lives. In your everyday affairs you determine for 
yourselves whom you believe , what you believe , and how much weight you 
attach to what you are told . The same considerations that you us e in 
your everyday dealings in making these decisions are the 
considera t ions which you should apply in your delibe rations . 
In deciding what you believe , do not make your decision simply 
because more witnesses may have testified one way than the other. 
Your role is to think about the testimony of each witness you heard 
and decide how much you believe of what the witness had to say . 
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A witness who has special knowledge in a particular matter may give 
an opinion on t hat matter. In determining the weight to be given such 
opinion , you should consider the qualifications and credibility of the 
witness and the reasons given for the opinion. You are not bound by 
such opinion. Give it the weight , if any , to which you deem it 
entitled. 
Comment 
The committee recommends that no instruction be given otherwise 
distinguishing between direct and circumstantial evidence. The 
difference is only significant in deciding whether the Holder 
instruction, ICJI 203 , should be given. That responsibility rests 
with the court , not the jury. 
ICJI 104 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 5 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
If during the trial I may say or do anything which suggests to 
you that I am incl i ned to favor the claims or pos i t i on of any party , 
you wi ll not permi t yourself to be influenced b y any such suggestion . 
I will not express nor intend to express , nor wil l I intend to 
intimate , any opi nion as to which witnesses are or are not worthy of 
belief ; what facts are or are not established; or what inferences 
should be drawn from the evidence . If any expression of mine seems to 
indicate an opinion relating to any of these matters , I instruct you 
to disregard it. 
ICJI 105 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. b 
Do not concern yourself with the subject of penalty or punishment. 
That subject must not in any way affect your verdict. If you find the 
defendant gu il ty , it will be my duty to determine the appropriate 
penalty or punishment. 
ICJI 106 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 7 
If you wish , you may take notes to help you remember what witnesses 
said. If you do take notes, please keep them to yoursel f until you 
and your fellow jurors go to the jury room to decide the case. You 
should not let note - taking distract you so that you do not hear other 
answers by witnesses. When you leave at night, please leave your 
notes in the jury room. 
If you do not take notes , you should rely on your own memory of what 
was said and not be overly influenced by the notes of other jurors. 
In addition, you cannot assign to one person the duty of taking notes 
for all of you. 
See I.e. s 19-2203 . 
ICJI 107 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
Comment 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . E3 
It is important that as jurors and officers of this court you 
obey the following instructions at any time you leave the jury box , 
whether it be for recesses of the court during the day or when you 
leave the courtroom to go home at night. 
Do not discuss this case during the trial with anyone, including 
any of the attorneys , parties , witnesses, your friends , or members of 
your family . " No discussionu also means no emailing , text messaging , 
tweeting , blogging , posting to electronic bulletin boards , and any 
other form of communication, electronic or otherwise. 
Do not discuss this case with other jurors until you begin your 
deliberations at the end of the trial. Do not attempt to decide the 
case until you begin your deliberations . 
I will give you some form of this instruction every time we take 
a break. I do t hat not to insult you or becaus e I don ' t think you are 
paying attention , but because experience has shown this is one of the 
hardest instructions for jurors to follow. I know of no other 
situation in our culture where we ask strangers to sit together 
watch ing and listen ing to something , then go into a little room 
together and not talk about the one thing they have in common : what 
they just watched together . 
There are at l east two reasons for this rule . The first is to 
help you keep an open mind . When you talk abo u t things, you start to 
make decisions about them and it is extremely important that you not 
make any decisions about this case until you have heard all the 
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evidence and all the rules for making your decisions , and you won't 
have that until the very end of the trial. The second reason for the 
rule is that we want all of you working together on this decision when 
you deliberate . If you have conversations in groups of two or three 
during the trial , you won ' t remember to repeat all of your thoughts 
and observations for the rest of your fellow jurors when you 
deliberate at the end of the tr ial . 
Ignore any attempted improper communication. If any person tries 
to talk to you about this case , tell that person that you cannot 
discuss the case because you are a juror. If that person persists, 
simply wa l k away and report the incident to the bailiff. 
Do not make any independent personal investigations into any 
facts or locations connected with this case . Do not look up any 
information from any source , including the Internet . Do not 
communicate any private or special knowledge about any of the facts of 
this case to your fellow jurors . Do not read or listen to any news 
reports about this case or about anyone involved in this case, whether 
those reports are in newspapers or the Internet, or on radio or 
television . 
In our daily lives we may be used to looking for information on-
line and to " Goog l e '' someth ing as a matter of routine . Also , in a 
trial it can be very tempting for jurors to do their own research to 
make sure they are making the correct decision . You must resist that 
temptation for our system of justice to work as it should. I 
specifically instruct that you must decide the case only on the 
evidence received here in court . If you communicate with anyone about 
the case or do outside research during the trial it could cause us to 
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have to start the trial over with new jurors and you could be held in 
contempt of court. 
While you are actually deliberating in the jury room, the bailiff 
will confiscate all cell phones and other means of electronic 
communications. Should you need to communicate with me or anyone else 
during the deliberations, please notify the bailiff. 
ICJI 108 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . __!)___ 
A defendant in a criminal trial has a constitutional right not to be 
compelled to testify. The decision whether to testify is left to the 
defendant , acting with the advice and assistance of the defendant ' s 
lawyer. You must not draw any inference of guilt from the fact that 
the defendant does not testify , nor should this fact be discussed by 
you or enter into your deliberations in any way . 
ICJI 301 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . /{) 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
In every crime or public offense there must exist a union or joint 
operation of act and intent , or criminal negligence . 
Comment 
I.C. s 18 - 114 . The word " intent " does not mean an intent to commit a 
crime but merely the intent to knowingly perform the interdicted act, 
or by criminal negligence the failure to perform the required act. 
State v. Parish , 79 Idaho 75, 31 0 P . 2d 1082 (1957); State v. Booton , 
85 Idaho 51, 375 P.2d 536 (1962) . The term " criminal negligence" , 
means gross negligence , such as amounts to reckless disregard of 
consequences and the rights of others. State v . McMahan , 57 Idaho 240, 
65 P.2d 156 (1937) (construing former I . C. s 17-114 which was 
identical to s 18-114) . 
This instruction is unnecessary when the crime charged requires a 
specific mental element and the jury is properly instructed regarding 
that mental element. State v. Hoffman , 137 Idaho 897, 55 P.3d 890 
(Ct . App . 2002) . 
ICJI 305 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. I/ 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT : 
Certain evidence was admitted for a limited purpose . 
At the time this evidence was admitted you were admonished that it 
could not be considered by you for any purpose other than the limited 
purpose for which it was admitted. 
Do not consider such evidence for any purpose except the limited 
purpose for which it was admitted. 
ICJI 308 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. /ti(_ 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
In order for the defendant to be guilty of Possession of a Controlled 
Substance, the state must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about May 18 , 2015 , 
2. in the state of Idaho 
3 . the defendant, Melissa Olin, possessed any amount of 
Methamphetamine, and 
4. the defendant either knew it was Methamphetamine or believed 
it was a controlled substance. 
If any of the above has not been proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt, you must find defendant not guilty. If each of the above has 
been proven beyond a reasonable doubt, then you must find the 
defendant guilty . 
Comment 
I.C. § 37-2732(a). If the charge is possession of a controlled 
substance by an inmate, see ICJI 604 . 
If the defendant is charged with "second offense" drug possession , 
I.e . § 37-2739, that issue should be presented in a bifurcated 
proceeding. 
In State v. Fox, 124 Idaho 924 , 866 P.2d 181 (1993), the Supreme Court 
held that I.e. § 37-2732(c) does not set forth any mental state as an 
element of the crime of possession of a controlled substance . "Thus, 
as [this statute] does not expressly require any mental element and 
I . e. § 18-114 only requires a general intent , we conclude that the 
offense only requires a general intent , that is, the knowledge that 
one is in possession of the substance ." The Court held that the 
defendant's lack of knowledge that the substance was illegal (as a 
controlled substance) was irrelevant. 
In order to establish possession of a controlled substance, a 
defendant need not have actual physical possession of the substance; 
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the stat~ need only prove that the defendant had such dominion and 
control over the substance to establish constructive possession. 
State v . Kopsa , 126 Idaho 512 , 887 P. 2d 57 (Ct . App. 1994 ). 
Constructive possession of a controlled substance exists where a nexus 
between the accused and the substance is sufficiently proven so as 
to give rise to the reasonable inference that the accused was not 
simply a bystander but , rather , had the power and intent to 
exercise dominion and control over the substance . State v. 
Rozajewski , 130 Idaho 644 , 945 P . 2d 1390 (Ct . App. 1997). 
Even trace or residual quantities of coca i ne fall within the 
scope of I . C. § 37-2732(c) . State v . Groce, 133 Idaho 144 , 983 
P.2d 217 (Ct. App. 1999). 
The statute does not contain a mental element . The committee 
concluded , based upon State v . Lamphere , 130 Idaho 630 , 945 P.2d 
1 (1997 ), a menta l element as set forth in element 4 s ho uld be 
included. 
ICJI 403 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MOD I FIED 
COVERED 
120 of 307
l 
RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
FILED 
BANNOCK COLt-;lr' 
CLERK OF THE counT 
2016 HAR-4 PJ! 3: 35 
BY . ~ 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO 
PLAINTIFF'S REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY 
COMES NOW, Melissa Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through her attorney ofrecord, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Baimock 
County Public Defender' s Office, and hereby responds to that certain Request For Discovery 
heretofore submitted by the Plaintiff, as follows: 
Response To Request No. 1: The Defendant and his counsel are not in possession of 
any such materials which would be responsive to this request. The Defendant reserves the right to 
supplement this response, prior to trial. 
Defendant' Response To Plaintifrs Request For Production Of Documents 
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Response To Request No. 2: The Defendant and his counsel are not in possession of 
any such materials which would be responsive to this request. The Defendant reserves the right 
to supplement this response, prior to trial. 
Response To Request No. 3: The Defendant nor his counsel currently have possession of 
any other such documents or tangible evidence. The Defendant reserves the right to supplement 
this response, prior to trial. 
Response To Request No. 4: Defendant objects to Request No. 4 on the grounds that the 
Defendant is not required by Rule 16, !.C.R., to disclose the substance of any lay witnesses' 
testimony. Defendant discloses the following lay witnesses: 
1. Cody M. Olin 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response, prior to trial. 
Response To Request No. 5: The Defendant and his counsel cmTently do not intend on 
{:alling any expert witnesses, but the Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response, 
prior to trial. 
Response To Request No. 6: At this time, the Defendant does not intend to introduce 
an alibi defense . 
Defendant' Response To Plaintifrs Request For Production Of Documents 
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• 
Response To Request No. 7: Counsel for the Defendant is aware of the continuing 
nature of this discovery request, and shall supplement the same accordingly, as needed. 
DATED this 4th day of March, 2016. 
RA~ 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 4th day of March, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same 
into the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Defendant' Response To Plaintifrs Request For Production Of Documents 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORN EY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE ISB #7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
FILED . . 
BAN~OCK co, ... ~,'( 
-CLERK OF THE COlJRT 
20l6 HAR I. I it:J\3t 2 g 
~y OEPU~ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________ ______ _ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
**1 5r SUPPLEMENTAL** 
RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY 
MOTION 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THIES, Public Defenders Office, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
responds to Defendant's Discovery Motion as follows : 
C 
REQUEST NO. 1: Defendant requests that the Prosecutor disclosure to defense 
counsel all material or information specified for automatic disclosure with in the 
prosecutor's possession or control , or which thereafter comes with the prosecutor's 
possession or control , including material or information within the possession or control of 
the prosecutor's staff and/or others who have participated in the investigation or 
evaluation of this case who either regularly report, or with reference to this case have 
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reported , to the office of the prosecutor. The items specified for automatic disclosure 
include the following : 
a.: All evidence which tends to negate the guilt of the accused in this offense. 
RESPONSE NO. 1a: None known at this time. 
b. : All evidence which would tend to reduce the punishment in this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 1 b: None known at this time. 
REQUEST NO. 2: Defendant provides this written request that the prosecutor 
disclosure the following information, evidence and material to defense counsel : 
a. : Any and all relevant statements of the defendant, written or recorded, and 
the substance of any statement, written or oral , made by the defendant, made either 
before or after the defendant's arrest, to peace officer, prosecuting attorney, or the 
prosecuting attorney's agent, or to any witness the state intends to call in this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2a : Please refer to the enclosed copy of the Idaho State Police 
report, Ll#P15000535 and 2 Arbitrator DVD's. 
b.: Any and all statements, either written or recorded or both , of a co-defendant 
or co-conspirator in this case , made either before or after arrest in response to any 
questioning, detention and/or interrogation or contact by any peace officer or law 
enforcement agency, probation/parole officer, prosecuting attorney, or the prosecuting 
attorney's agent or otherwise. 
RESPONSE NO. 2b: There is no co-defendant in this case. 
c.: Please provide a copy of the defendant's prior criminal record . 
RESPONSE NO. 2c: Please see the enclosed defendant's prior criminal history. 
d.: Please list books, papers , documents, photographs, tangible objects, 
buildings, or places, or copies or portions thereof, which are in the possession , custody or 
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control of the prosecuting attorney, or to which the Prosecuting Attorney has access, or 
are intended for use for evidence at trial , or obtained from the Defendant. 
RESONSE NO 2d: The following is a list of items that may be used as evidence at 
the time trial: 
• Idaho State Police report #P15000535 (enclosed) 
• 2 Arbitrator DVD's (enclosed) 
• Photographs (enclosed) 
• PC Affidavit (enclosed) 
• Prebook Sheet (enclosed) 
• CofY PV document (enclosed) 
• Copy of Cody ID (enclosed) 
• Evidence/Property receipts (enclosed) 
• Detailed History for Police Event #E15025554 (enclosed) 
• Defendant's criminal history (enclosed) 
• Idaho State Police Forensic Services laboratory results (faxed to your office 
7/8/15) 
• Evidence/Property as listed in the report 
e.: To permit the Defendant to inspect, copy or photograph books, papers , 
documents, photographs, tangible objects, buildings, places or copies or portions 
thereof which are in the possession, control or custody of the Prosecuting Attorney, or 
to which the Prosecuting Attorney as access, or are intended for use by the Prosecuting 
Attorney as evidence a trial , or obtained from the Defendant. 
RESPONSE NO 2e: The defense counsel may schedule an appointment 
convenient for both parties to inspect any items in the State's possession pertaining to 
this case. 
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f. : Please provide a list of and permit the defendant to inspect, copy or 
photograph the results or reports of any physical or mental examinations, scientific tests 
or experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, which the 
possession, custody or control of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement 
agency, the existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney by the 
exercise of due diligence. 
RESPONSE NO. 2f: The enclosed Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
Laboratory Results will be provided upon completion and receipt. 
g. : Please furnish to the defendant a written list of the names, addresses , 
telephone/cell phone number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone service provider 
or carrier, i.e. Alltel, Verizon, etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone 
service provider or carrier for all persons having knowledge of relevant facts who may be 
called by the state as witnesses at the trial , together with any record of prior felony 
convictions , which is within the knowledge of the prosecuting attorney after exercising due 
diligence, and a copy of statements made by the prosecution's witnesses. 
RESPONSE NO 2g: The following list of individuals may be called to testify at the 
time of trial: 
• Forensic Scientist - Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
• Shane Call - Idaho State Police 
• Jordan Scow - Idaho State Police 
• Pete Boll - Pocatello Police Department 
• Tom Sellers - Idaho State Police Investigations 
• Ismael Gonzales - Idaho State Police 
• Cody Olin - known to the defendant 
The State objects to the portion of the request asking for "telephone/cell phone 
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number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone service provider or carrier, i.e. Alltel , 
Verizon, etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone service provider or 
carrier" as it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and beyond the scope. 
At the present time, to the best knowledge of the plaintiff, the aforementioned 
individuals have no record of felony convictions . 
h.: Please furn ish any and all statements made by prosecution witnesses or 
prospective prosecution witnesses to the prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting 
attorney's agents or to any official involved in the investigatory process of this case. 
RESPONSE NO 2h: Please refer to response number 2a . 
1. Please furnish a written summary or report of any testimony that the 
Prosecuting Attorney intends to introduce which includes the expert witness's opinions, 
the facts and data for those opinions, and the expert witness's qualifications pursuant to 
Rules 702, 703 or 705 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence. 
RESPONSE NO. 2i : The State does not possess this information. If case 
proceeds to trial , it will be requested and provided at that time. 
j.: Please furn ish to the defendant any reports , field notes and/or memoranda 
in possession of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement agency or person which 
were made by a police officer or investigator or probation/parole officer in connection with 
the investigation or prosecution of the case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2j : Please refer to response number 2a . 
k.: Any and all statements from conversations between the Defendant and any 
third person, which may have been intercepted through telephone monitoring, visitation 
monitoring , or any other means, during any time that the Defendant was incarcerated at 
the Bannock County Jail, or any other detention facility . 
RESPONSE NO. 2k: Can be made available to you upon further request by 
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appointment with our office. 
I. Any and all evidence intended to be introduced at the preliminary hearing 
and or trial in this matter. 
RESPONSE NO. 21: Please refer to Response No. 2d . 
m. Copies of and any results from any type of photographic lineup associated 
with this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2m: None known at th is time. 
n. Copies of any and all search warrants , affidavits in support of search 
warrants, and return on search warrants including audio or video recordings regarding the 
execution of the warrant associated with this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2n: None in existence. 
Defendant further provides notice that the State, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules, has a continuing duty to supplement discovery responses and has a duty 
to exercise due diligence in the gathering and discovering of the evidence requested . 
The State reserves the right to supplement this Response upon receipt of such 
evidence. 
~ 
DATED this £ day of March, 2016. 
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CERTIFICATE OF DEf~VERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ ay of March , 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY MOTION was delivered to 
the following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
RESPONSE - Page 7 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
~ ~simile 
[ ] courthouse mailbox 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P. 0 . BOX P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
FILED 
BAN~OCK COl_.t\ r'( 
CLERK OF THE COliHT 
2016 HAR 3 .. l~M Li: 02 
BY~ · 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
PLAINTIFF'S REQUESTED 
JURY INSTRUCTIONS 
c.. 
Plaintiff respectfully requests the Court to give to the Jury the following Jury 
Instructions. 
~ 
DATED this 3( day of March, 2016. 
A ist nt Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
B nno k County, Idaho 
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PLAINTIFF'S REQUESTED JURY INSTRUCTIONS 
• 101 
• 102 
• 103 (A) 
• 104 
• 105 
• 106 
• 107 
• 208 
• 108 
• 109 
• 201 
• 202 
• 206 
• 207 
• 403 
• 421 
• 422 
• (see enclosed elements) 
• 220 - (see enclosed verdict form) 
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In order for defendant to be guilty of Possession of Methamphetamine, the state 
must prove: 
1. On or about the 18 TH day of May, 2015 
2. in the state of Idaho 
3. the defendant, MELISSA EDNA OLIN possessed methamphetamine, 
and 
4. the defendant either knew it was methamphetamine or believed it was a 
controlled substance. 
If any of the above has not been proven beyond a reasonable doubt, then you 
must find the defendant not guilty. If each of the above has been proven beyond a 
reasonable doubt, you must find the defendant guilty. 
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133 of 307
STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P. 0. BOX P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
VERDICT FORM 
We, the Jury, unanimously find the defendant MELISSA EDNA OLIN : 
--
GUil TY of Possession of a Controlled Substance, Methamphetamine 
- -
NOT GUil TY of Possession of a Controlled Substance, Methamphetamine 
Dated this ___ day of _____ , 2016 . 
Presiding Juror 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby cert~ hat I am a duly licensed attorney in and for the state of 
Idaho and that on the ~ y of March, 2016, I caused a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing PLAINTIFF'S REQUESTED JURY INSTRUCTIONS to be served upon the 
following persons and in the manner indicated : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
PLAINTIFF'S PROPOSED JURY INSTRUCTIONS 
[) mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
tj¥acsimile 
[ ] courthouse mail 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
FILED 
BANNOCK CO r-.n· 
CLERK OF TH E counT 
2018 MAR 31, __ rM 4: 02 
BY .~ 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK C 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
) 
Plaintiff, ) STATE'S WITNESS LIST 
vs. ) 
) 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , ) 
) 
Defendant. ) 
_ _________ ) 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Criminal Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
provides the following listing of anticipated witnesses for the jury trial in this case: 
1. Shane Call - Idaho State Police 
2. Jordan Scow - Idaho State Police 
3. Pete Boll - Pocatello Police Department (retired) 
4. Tom Sellers - Idaho State Police Investigations 
5. Ismael Gonzales - Idaho State Police 
6. Cody Olin - known to the defendant 
7. Tina Mattox - Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
WITNESS LIST - Page 1 
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. <pY-
0 ATE D this -3.t day of March, 2016. 
CERTIFICATE OF L~ E~ ERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this day of March , 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing WITNESS LIST was delivered to the following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
WITNESS LIST - Page 2 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
~ csimile 
[ ] courthou,,_._......,.. 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______ _ _______ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
STATE'S EXHIBIT LIST 
G 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and provides 
the following listing of anticipated exhibits to be introduced at the time of trial in this case: 
1. Idaho State Police Incident report, Ll#P15000535 
2. 2 Arbitrator In Car Videos 
3. Idaho State Police Forensic Services lab results 
4. .29 grams Methamphetamine 
5. . 77 grams Methamphetamine 
6. Defendant's crimi~ history. 
DATED this ~ y of March , 20 6. 
si tant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF DE~ ERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ ay of March, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing EXHIBIT LIST was delivered to the following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
EXHIBIT LIST - Page 2 
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[ ] hand delivery 
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TN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STAT OF IDAHO, TN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA E. OLIN, 
FLOYD EUGENE HOBBS, 
ROY ELIZE FERGUSON, III. 
CHRISTINA VILLEGAS, 
RICHARD 0. PERRY, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-07667-FE 
CR-2015-08000-FE 
CR-2015-14478-FE 
CR-2015-14840-FE 
CR-2015-15692-FE 
PRE-TRIAL ORDER 
The above-l isted cases are set for jury trial before the Honorable Robert C. Naftz, District 
Judge, beginning on APRIL 122 2016, AT 9:00 O'CLOCKA.M. in Courtroom 309. The order 
in which the cases will be tried is as follows: 
First Setting: 
Second Setting: 
Third Setting: 
Fourth Setting: 
Fifth Setting: 
State vs. Melissa Olin CR-2015-07667-FE 
State vs. Floyd Hobbs CR-2015-08000-FE 
State vs. Roy Ferguson, III CR-2015-14478-FE 
State vs. Christina Villegas CR-2015-14840-FE 
State vs. Richard 0. Perry CR-2015-15692-FE 
Counsel is advised that they shall have jury instructions and all pre-trial motions filed 
one week prior to the set trial date (the Tuesday prior to trial). Any hearings on pre-trial 
PRE-TRIAL ORDER PAGE - I 
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motions will be heard on either Thursday or Friday of the week prior to trial. If counsel resolves 
a case prior to the trial date they need to contact the Court immediately so that the case can be set 
for further proceedings and other attorneys can be notified regarding the status of the remaining 
cases still set for trial. Counsel is expected to comply with this order and be prepared to try their 
case on the above-listed date. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this ~ \ __ day of April, 2016. 
Copies to: 
JaNiece Price 
Randall Schulthies 
Ryan Godfrey 
Kent Reynolds 
John Souza 
PRE-TRIAL ORDER PAGE - 2 
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I. 
STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE 1S8 #7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Fllr.D 
dA'll'.'OCK COL"1 ry 
Ci.ERK OF ThE COLHT 
:o~~PR -5-~ 3: 51 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
____ ___________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
**2No SUPPLEMENTAL** 
RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY 
MOTION 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THI ES, Public Defenders Office, Pocatello , Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
responds to Defendant's Discovery Motion as follows : 
REQUEST NO. 1: Defendant requests that the Prosecutor disclosure to defense 
counsel all material or information specified for automatic disclosure within the 
prosecutor's possession or control , or which thereafter comes with the prosecutor's 
possession or control , including material or information within the possession or control of 
the prosecutor's staff and/or others who have participated in the investigation or 
evaluation of this case who either regularly report, or with reference to this case have 
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reported, to the office of the prosecutor. The items specified for automatic disclosure 
include the following : 
a.: All evidence which tends to negate the guilt of the accused in this offense. 
RESPONSE NO. 1a: None known at this time. 
b.: All evidence wh ich would tend to reduce the punishment in this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 1 b: None known at this time. 
REQUEST NO. 2: Defendant provides this written request that the prosecutor 
disclosure the following information , evidence and material to defense counsel : 
a.: Any and all relevant statements of the defendant, written or recorded , and 
the substance of any statement, written or oral , made by the defendant, made either 
before or after the defendant's arrest, to peace officer, prosecuting attorney, or the 
prosecuting attorney's agent, or to any witness the state intends to call in this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2a: Please refer to the enclosed copy of the Idaho State Police 
report , Ll#P15000535 and 2 Arbitrator DVD's. 
b.: Any and all statements, either written or recorded or both , of a co-defendant 
or co-conspirator in this case , made either before or after arrest in response to any 
questioning , detention and/or interrogation or contact by any peace officer or law 
enforcement agency, probation/parole officer, prosecuting attorney, or the prosecuting 
attorney's agent or otherwise. 
RESPONSE NO. 2b: There is no co-defendant in this case. 
c.: Please provide a copy of the defendant's prior criminal record . 
RESPONSE NO. 2c : Please see the enclosed defendant's prior criminal history. 
d.: Please list books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects , 
buildings, or places, or copies or portions thereof, which are in the possession, custody or 
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control of the prosecuting attorney, or to which the Prosecuting Attorney has access, or 
are intended for use for evidence at trial , or obtained from the Defendant. 
RESONSE NO 2d: The following is a list of items that may be used as evidence at 
the time trial : 
• Idaho State Police report #P15000535 (enclosed) 
• 2 Arbitrator DVD's (enclosed) 
• Photographs (enclosed) 
• PC Affidavit (enclosed) 
• Prebook Sheet (enclosed) 
• Cody PV document (enclosed) 
• Copy of Cody ID (enclosed) 
• Evidence/Property receipts (enclosed) 
• Detailed History for Police Event #E15025554 (enclosed) 
• Defendant's criminal history (enclosed) 
• Idaho State Police Forensic Services laboratory results (faxed to your office 
7 /8/15) 
• Evidence/Property as listed in the report 
e.: To permit the Defendant to inspect, copy or photograph books, papers, 
documents, photographs , tangible objects , buildings, places or copies or portions 
thereof which are in the possession , control or custody of the Prosecuting Attorney, or 
to which the Prosecuting Attorney as access, or are intended for use by the Prosecuting 
Attorney as evidence a trial , or obtained from the Defendant. 
RESPONSE NO 2e: The defense counsel may schedule an appointment 
convenient for both parties to inspect any items in the State's possession pertaining to 
this case . 
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f .: Please provide a list of and permit the defendant to inspect, copy or 
photograph the results or reports of any physical or mental examinations, scientific tests 
or experiments made in connection with this case , or copies thereof, which the 
possession , custody or control of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement 
agency, the existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney by the 
exercise of due diligence . 
RESPONSE NO. 2f: The enclosed Idaho State Police Forensic SeNices 
Laboratory Results will be provided upon completion and receipt. 
g.: Please furnish to the defendant a written list of the names , addresses, 
telephone/cell phone number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone seNice provider 
or carrier, i.e. Alltel , Verizon , etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone 
seNice provider or carrier for all persons having knowledge of relevant facts who may be 
called by the state as witnesses at the trial , together with any record of prior felony 
convictions , which is within the knowledge of the prosecuting attorney after exercising due 
diligence, and a copy of statements made by the prosecution's witnesses . 
RESPONSE NO 2g: The following list of individuals may be called to testify at the 
time of trial : 
• Forensic Scientist - Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
• Shane Call - Idaho State Police 
• Jordan Scow - Idaho State Police 
• Pete Boll - Pocatello Police Department 
• Tom Sellers - Idaho State Police Investigations 
• Ismael Gonzales - Idaho State Police 
• Cody Olin - known to the defendant 
• Brady Barnes - Idaho State Police Investigations 
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The State objects to the portion of the request asking for "telephone/cell phone 
number and the identity of the telephone/cell phone service provider or carrier, i.e. Alltel , 
Verizon, etc., and the contact information of the telephone/cell phone service provider or 
carrier" as it is overly broad , unduly burdensome and beyond the scope. 
At the present time, to the best knowledge of the plaintiff, the aforementioned 
individuals have no record of felony convictions. 
h.: Please furnish any and all statements made by prosecution witnesses or 
prospective prosecution witnesses to the prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting 
attorney's agents or to any official involved in the investigatory process of this case. 
RESPONSE NO 2h: Please refer to response number 2a. 
1. Please furnish a written summary or report of any testimony that the 
Prosecuting Attorney intends to introduce which includes the expert witness's opinions , 
the facts and data for those opinions, and the expert witness's qualifications pursuant to 
Rules 702, 703 or 705 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence . 
RESPONSE NO. 2i : The State does not possess this information . If case 
proceeds to trial, it will be requested and provided at that time. 
j .: Please furnish to the defendant any reports , field notes and/or memoranda 
in possession of the prosecuting attorney or any law enforcement agency or person which 
were made by a police officer or investigator or probation/parole officer in connection with 
the investigation or prosecution of the case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2j : Please refer to response number 2a . 
k.: Any and all statements from conversations between the Defendant and any 
third person , which may have been intercepted through telephone monitoring , visitation 
monitoring, or any other means, during any time that the Defendant was incarcerated at 
the Bannock County Jail , or any other detention facility . 
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RESPONSE NO. 2k: Can be made available to you upon further request by 
appointment with our office. 
I. Any and all evidence intended to be introduced at the preliminary hearing 
and or trial in this matter. 
RESPONSE NO. 21 : Please refer to Response No. 2d . 
m. Copies of and any results from any type of photographic lineup associated 
with this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2m: None known at this time. 
n. Copies of any and all search warrants , affidavits in support of search 
warrants , and return on search warrants including audio or video recordings regarding the 
execution of the warrant associated with this case. 
RESPONSE NO. 2n: None in existence. 
Defendant further provides notice that the State, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules , has a continuing duty to supplement discovery responses and has a duty 
to exercise due diligence in the gathering and discovering of the evidence requested . 
The State reserves the right to supplement this Response upon receipt of such 
evidence. 
~~ 
DATED this5 day of April , 201 
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CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ ay of April , 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY MOTION was delivered to 
the following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
RESPONSE - Page 7 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
Cf.:;r1facsimile 
[ )courthouse mailbox 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE, ISB# 7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK C 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs . 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
**AMENDED** 
STATE'S WITNESS LIST 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Criminal Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
provides the following listing of anticipated witnesses for the jury trial in this case : 
1 . Shane Call - Idaho State Police 
2. Jordan Scow - Idaho State Police 
3. Pete Boll - Pocatello Police Department (retired) 
4. Tom Sellers - Idaho State Police Investigations 
5. Ismael Gonzales - Idaho State Police-
6. Cody Olin - known to the defendant 
7. Tina Mattox - Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
8. Brady Barnes - Idaho State Police Investigations 
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~ 
DATED this 5 day of April, 2016. 
CERTIFICATE OF ~ ~VERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ ay of April , 2016 , a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing WITNESS LIST was delivered to the following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
WITNESS LIST - Page 2 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
B 
G/r 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELJSSA OUN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Cody M. Olin, be transported from the Bonneville County 
Jail to the Bannock County Courthouse, room 309 on the 12th day of April , 2016, by 11 :00 a.m., by 
the Bannock County Sheriffs Department. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upon completion of hearing, the Bannock County Sheriffs 
Department shall transport the Defendant back to the Bonneville County Jail. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. t'\ (') r-1PR1L 
DATEDthis_._/ _dayofMoreh,2016. ~ ~ 
HONORABLE ROBE~ ~.NAF'fZ 
cc: Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County Public Defender' s Office 
Bannock County Sheriffs Office 
Bonneville County Jail, fax: (208) 529-1304 
Order For Transport 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
FILED 
B~~P~OCi< CO U\TY 
CLERK OF THE CO UHT 
:~6 APR -1~H ~: 4~ 
-~m ERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Plaintiff, 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
vs. 
MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, Melissa Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through his attorney of record, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Puhl ic Defender of the Bannock 
County Public Defender's Office, and hereby makes the following motion: 
(I) At the request of the Defendant, Melissa Olin, counsel for the Defendant, Randall D. 
Schulthies, hereby moves the Court for an Order disqualifying Judge Dunn from 
presiding over trial in this matter pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 25 (a)(2). 
(2) This motion is made without cause and without any intent to frustrate, hinder or 
delay the prompt disposition of this matter. 
Motion For Disqualification 
Page 1 
152 of 307
(3) Wherefore counsel for the Defendant requests that the Court assign a new Judge 
pursuant to !CR 25 (a) (8). 
DATED this 6t11 day of April, 2016. 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of April, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION was served upon the Bannock County 
Prosecuting Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same in the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County 
Comthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Motion For Disqualification 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
FILED 1.'r BAN.-JOCK COC I\ ·1 (;U: RK OF THE COlJF.T 
20l6 APR -1 i3: 1t9 
BY ~--OEPU1'1' ~ ERi( 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
DEFENDANT'S WITNESS LIST 
COMES NOW, Melissa Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through her attorney ofrecord, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Bannock 
County Public Defender's Office, and provides notice to the Court and counsel for the State of 
Idaho, the following witness list. This list includes the names and addresses of witnesses the 
Defendant anticipates calling at the time of trial. 
Cody M. Olin 
Lt. Gonzales 
Bonneville County Jail 
Idaho State Police Department 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2016. 
Defendant's Witness List 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of April, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing DEFENDANT'S WITNESS LIST was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting 
Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same in the Prosecutor' s in-box, Bannock County 
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Defendant's Witness List 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
FILED 
BAW~OCK COU\ r:-r 1 CLERK OF THE COliF,1 
::
6 ~~R-~ ,.~L:~: ~-
DEPU~!fd 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: State ofldaho and their attorney of record, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that further proceedings regarding the Defendant's Motion 
for Disqualification, shall be called up and presented for disposition before the above entitled court 
on the 11 th day of April, 2016, at the hour of 9:00 o'clock a.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can 
be heard, before the Honorable Robert C. Naftz, Bannock County Courthouse. 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2016. 
Notice Of Hearing 
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Chief Public Def en e 
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' 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of April, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing NOTICE OF HEARING was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
by depositing a copy of the same into the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
Notice Of Hearing 
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' 
RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES, ISB 1784 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
··1'-kKUr 1,,._..., ,., .. . , , t , .. t: 
2016APR-8 ~ 
BY-OEPU1Y CLE.RI< 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
MOTION CHALLENGING 
JURY SELECTION 
COMES NOW, Melissa Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through her attorney ofrecord, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Bannock 
County Public Defender's Office, and hereby moves the Court, as follows: 
The method for selection of a jury is outlined primarily at Idaho Code §§2-201 through 2-
206 and Rule 24, !.C.R. Pursuant to Idaho Code §2-206, the jury commission is required to 
"compile and maintain a master jury list consisting of the current voter registration list for the 
county supplemented with names from other lists of persons resident therein, such as lists of 
utility customers, property taxpayers, motor vehicle registrations, drivers' licenses, and state 
identification cards, which the supreme court from time to time designates." Upon request of the 
Motion Challenging Jury Selection 
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appropriate entity, such as a court, the jmy commission shall "draw and assign to that court or 
official the number of qualified jurors deemed necessary for one (I) or more jury panels or as 
required by law for a grand jury. The jury commission shall "publicly draw at random . . . from 
the master jury list the number of prospective jurors specified." the list of selectees becomes the 
prospective jury panel, which "means the list of names or identifying numbers of prospective 
jurors drawn at random from the master jury list pursuant to section 2-208, Idaho Code, and who 
are not disqualified pursuant to section 2-209, Idaho Code." Idaho Code §2-204(6). The group 
subject to voir dire is drawn from the prospective jury panel. Rule 24 states, "Voir dire 
examination of the prospective jurors drawn from the jury panel shall first be conducted by the 
court. The attorney for the plaintiff, and then the attorney for the defendant, and then the attorney 
for each other party to the action shall then be permitted to propound questions to prospective 
jurors concerning their qualifications to sit as jurors in the action" . (Emphasis added). 
Defendant asserts that the court, by not following the code, will cause a fundamental error 
in the jury selection process. This method will affect the fundamental rights of the Defendant and 
the outcome of the trial because both the State and the Defendant will not be allowed to conduct 
fully and adequately voir dire of the prospective jury panel. As we see it, there will be a mass of 
people sitting in the gallery with physical barriers impeding council's ability to view and observe 
the jurors. Voir dire is to be limited to the those jurors drawn from the prospective jury panel, 
which by its very definition will be a substantially smaller group of individuals than the 
prospective jury panel. 
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Based upon the foregoing, Defendant requests the court conduct a jury selection process 
that is consistent with the method utilized by the other District Judges sitting in Bannock 
County, and that complies with the requirements ofldaho Code §§2-206, 2-208 and Rule 24, 
I.C.R. 
DATED this 8th day of April, 2016. 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 8th day of April, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing MOTION TO DISMISS THE COMMITMENT TO DISTRICT COURT was 
served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same into the 
Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Motion Challenging Jury Selection 
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10:15 
COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-0007667-FE 2816 APR,, 4 &}- M // : 50 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Olin DE)> · r,-, ___, 
y Gt. fir"<:!; - · 
Hearing type: Motion for Disqualification/Motion Challeng ' 
Hearing date: 4/11/2016 
Time: 10:14 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Nicole Deloach 
Tape Number: 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: JaNiece Price 
Motion for Disqualification; 
Schulthies - argument on motion; 
Price - no comments 
Court - deny motion; failure to comply with order of June 10; transfer case to 
judge dunn for trial 
Schulthies - moving to continue trial; recent disclosure of new witnesses and 
issue in regard to lab results; not prepared for trial; documents for court to 
review (state's exhibit list and lab results); listing of weight for one sample 
tested is .46 grams; exhibit list #4 that says .29 grams which is in discrepancy; 
#5 is .77 grams which is at odds; state filed two responses to discovery; never 
received information; witness list amended April 5; not sure what Officer Brady 
testifying to; Cody Olin is not co-defendant to testify; other issues; proceedings 
to trial would prejudice Def.; asking for continuance; def. has waived speedy 
trial; prejudice Def. due to discovery issues 
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Price - Brady Barns (detective) testify as other officer who is unavailable; 
discrepancies on lab results; information noted on police reports; packaging 
might weigh more than what is at lab; co-defendant - might have cooperated 
with officers and not charged; forensic scientists do not need qualified as expert 
witnesses; no undue prejudice towards Defendant; 
Schulthies - further argument 
Court - Brady barnes - no prejudice with replacing that witness; same 
testimony; deny; state lab reports - state burden to proving case; motion to 
aquit can be used; state provide defense with any reports regarding meeting 
with defendant; 
Schulthies - not addressed co-defendant or what barnes will testify to; 
Court - deny motions at this time; transfer to Judge Dunn; bring up issues in 
front of that judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
VS. 
MELISSA E. OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 11th day of April, 2016, with 
her counsel , Randall D. Schulthies, for hearing on Defendant's Motion for Disqualification. 
JaNiece Price, Bannock County Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared 
on behalf of the State of Idaho. Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
The Court, having heard argument from defense counsel and receiving no 
comments from the State, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant's Motion for Disqualification is denied for 
failure to comply with the court's order of June 10. Defense further requested a 
continuance of the jury trial citing prejudice towards his client based on multiple issues 
should the trial proceed. Upon hearing response from the State, the Court denied 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
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Defendant's request for a continuance and transferred this case to the Honorable Stephen 
Dunn for the purpose of trial. 
After the court hearing and upon further discussion in chambers with counsel , this 
case was later rescheduled for Jury Trial on June 7 and 8, 2016. 
DATED this / / day of April , 2016. 
~c-~ ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the _0_ day of April , 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated . 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 2 of 2 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By l! 
Deputy Cler 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
MOTION TO COMPEL 
COMES NOW, Melissa Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through her attorney of record, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Bannock 
County Public Defender's Office, and hereby moves the Court for an Order, as follows: 
( l) That counsel for the Defendant in this matter submitted and filed a Discovery 
Motion, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal Rules, on May 29, 2015. 
(2) That as of the date of the filing of this Motion To Compel counsel for the 
Defendant has not received the following discovery: 
Any and all written or recorded statements of the defendant and co-defendant, 
Cody Olin, made either before or after anest in response to any questioning, detention and/or 
interrogation or contact by any peace officer or law enforcement agency. 
Motion To Compel 
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(3) That the Court has scheduled the matter for Jury Trial, and counsel cannot 
adequately prepare for the Trial in this matter, without receipt and review of this discovery. 
Therefore, counsel for the Defendant would request that the Comt enter an Order, 
compelling the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney's Office to specifically respond to the 
Defendant's Request For Discovery 
DATED this 2nd day of May, 2016. 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 2nd day of May, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing MOTION TO COMPEL was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting 
Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same in the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County 
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Motion To Compel 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG ,.,.:: K OF i,.;~c'6ol'kr 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORN ErD/6 NAY -S 
P.O. Box P P~! -. · 28 
Pocatello , Idaho 83205-0050 BY _ __ · 
(208) 236-7280 DEPUry·CLEn- -
---1< 
JaNIECE PRICE ISB #7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_________ _____ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
STATE'S RESPONSE TO 
MOTION TO COMPEL 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THIES, Public Defenders Office, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
responds to Defendant's Discovery Motion as follows: 
( 1) That counsel for the Defendant in this matter submitted and filed a 
Discovery Motion, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal Rules, on May 29, 2015 
The State responded to said Discovery Motion on or about June 10, 2015. 
(2) That as of the date of the filing of this Motion to Compel, counsel for the 
Defendant has not received the following discovery: 
Any and all written or recorded statements of the defendant and co-
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defendant, Cody Olin , made either before or after arrest in response to any questioning, 
detention and/or interrogation or contact by any peace officer or law enforcement agency. 
The State has provided everything they have in connection with this case. 
We sent a copy of your Motion to Compel to the Idaho State Police Detectives and 
the response we received is as follows: "Patrol would have a video and audio from 
the original traffic stop on them but we do notrecord interviews or meetings with 
suspects or potential confidential informants so we do not have anything like that." 
We provided you the Arbitrator Videos with the initial Discovery Response. 
5~ DATED this __ day of May, 2016. 
Ja CE P IC ? si tant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTl~C'ATE OF D~XERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this _8_ ~'"cfa'y of May, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO MOTION TO COMPEL was delivered to 
the following: 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205-4147 
ISB 1784 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STA TE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
V. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
EXHIBIT LIST 
COMES NOW the Defendant, Melissa Olin, by and through her attorney of record, 
Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender, and respectfully submits the following exhibit 
list: 
1. 2 Arbitrator In Car Videos 
We reserve the right to supplement prior to or during trial. 
DATED this 11 th day of May, 2016. 
Chief Public Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the l l 1h day of May, 2016, I served a true and correct 
copy of the EXHIBIT LIST to the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 's Office by hand-
delivery to the Prosecutor in-box in Room 220 of the Bannock County Courthouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
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BY __ 
DEPUT cC[.q __ _ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: State ofldaho and their attorney of record, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that further proceedings regarding the Defendant's Motion 
to Compel, shall be called up and presented for disposition before the above entitled court on the 23 rd 
day of May, 2016, at the hour of9:00 o'clock a.m. , or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, 
before the Honorable Robert C. Naftz, Bannock County Courthouse. 
DATED this l 1th day of May, 2016. 
Notice Of Hearing 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 1 1th day of May, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing NOTICE OF HEARING was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
by depositing a copy of the same into the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
Notice Of Hearing 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Cody M. Olin, be transported from the Bonneville County 
Jail to the Bannock County Courthouse, room 309 on the 23 rd day of May, 2016, by 9:00 a.m., by 
the Bannock County Sheriffs Department. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upon completion of hearing, the Bannock County Sheriffs 
Department shall transport the Defendant back to the Bonneville County Jail. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 1h_ day of May, 2016. 
cc: Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County Public Defender's Office 
Bannock County Sherifrs Office 
Bonneville County Jail, fax: (208) 529-1304 
Order For Transpo1·t 
Page 1 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Cody M. Olin, be transported from the Bonneville County 
Jail to the Bannock County Courthouse, room 309 on the 7th and 8th day of 
both days, by the Bannock County Sheriffs Department. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upon completion of hearing, the Bannock County Sheriffs 
Department shall transport the Defendant back to the Bonneville County Jail. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this lb_ day of May, 2016. 
cc: Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County Public Defender's Office 
Bannock County Sheriffs Office 
Bonneville County Jail, fax: (208) 529-1304 
Order For Transport 
Page 1 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
P.O. BOX P 
POCATELLO, ID 83205-0050 
TELEPHONE: (208) 236-7280 
FACSIMILE: (208) 236-7288 
JaNiece Price, ISB # 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE L 
MOTION IN SUPPORT OF 
PLACEMENT ON COURT 
SERVICES WITH TESTING 
______________ ) 
COMES NOW, the State by and through Deputy Prosecutor JaNiece Price hereby 
requests that the Court place Defendant Melissa Olin on Court Services with testing 
release. The basis is as follows: 
1. Defendant has posted a $5,000 bond in this matter 
2. On March 23, 2016, Defendant was cited with a new charge for petit theft (see 
attached LI #16-P05932 . 
Based upon the Defendant's continued involvement of violating the law of Idaho, as 
well as the nature of this offense, the State would ask for the Court to place her on 
court services with testing. 
s \q'lli-~ 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERT! FICA TE OF DEW{ERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ day of May, 2016 , a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO MOTION TO COMPEL was delivered 
to the following : 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 [ ] facsimile 
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05/19/16 
15 : 23 
Incident# : 16-P05932 
LAW INCIDENT: 
Nature : THEFT 
Locat ion : 
Offense Codes: TPSH 
Bannock County Sheriff's Office 
Detail Incident Report 
Address : 330 E BENTON ST; ALBERTSONS 
Page: 
City : Pocatello ST: ID Zip : 83201 
805 
1 
Received By: Fagnant,J How Received: Telephone 
Rspndg Officers: MCCLURE,B 
Rspnsbl Officer: MCCLURE,B Disposition: Clrd Adult Arrest 
Agency: PPD 
on 03/28/16 
When Reported: 19:38 : 45 03/25/16 
Occurred : Between 19:15:00 03/25/16 and 19:38 :4 5 03/25/16 
REPORTEES: 
NAME: ALBERTSONS 
Race: Sex: DOB: **/**/** 
Address: 330 E BENTON ST, POCATELLO, ID 83201 
Home Phone: (208)233-0455 Work Phone: 
WITNESSES : 
NAME: STEIMLOSK, QUINN T . 
Race: L Sex: M DOB: 
Address: 2576 WATERFORD LN, IDAHO FALLS, ID 83404 
Home Phone: (509)823-5829 Work Phone: ( 
SUSPECTS : 
Name Number: 50159 
Name Number: 302478 
NAME : HEINER , MELISSA E. Name Number : 301748 
Race: W Sex: F DOB: Height: 5'07" Weight: 140 Hair: BLN Eyes : GRN 
Address: 1002 SAMUEL ocatello, ID 83201 
Home Telephone: (208)242-8017 Work Telephone: (208)478-2000 
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05/19/16 
15:23 
Incident# : 16-P05932 
NARRATIVE: 
Bannock County Sheriff's Of fice 
Detail Incident Report 
OFFICER: B . MCCLURE #5165 DICTATED: 03-27-16 @ 2100 HOURS 
INVESTIGATIVE TIME: 1 HOUR 30 MINUTES 
LAW INCIDENT# : 16-P05932 
STENO INITIALS: LNP 
DATE & TIME 
TRANSCRIBED: 03-28-16 @ 0727 HOURS 
#17 THEFT INVESTIGATION: 
1 . BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF THE OFFENSE: 
Page: 
805 
2 
On 03-25-16, loss prevention officers at Albirtson ' s at 330 East Benton Street 
stopped and detained MELISSA HEINER for concealing items and attempting to leave 
the store without paying for them. The items were recovered on scene, and HEINER 
received Idaho Uniform Citation 9311546 for Petit Theft. HEINER was released on 
her promise to appear in court. 
2 . DATE AND TIME OF DISCOVERY: 
The theft was discovered at approximately 1935 hours on 03-25-16. 
3 . DOCUMENTS OF EVIDENCE TO BE FILED IN RECORDS: 
(STATEMENTS, RIGHTS FORMS , LATENTS, PHOTOS, ETC.) 
An Albertson's shoplifting statement form, an Albertson's trespassing letter, 
and a cash register receipt are attached under the files section. 
4 . VICTIM(S) INTERVIEW(S): 
None at this time 
5. WITNESS{ES) OBSERVATIONS: 
Loss Prevention Officer QUINN STEIMLOSK stated that he had observed a female 
later identified as MELISSA HEINER enter Albertson's and being to place items in 
a basket . STEIMLOSK saw her conceal numerous items in and under her purse, 
including dental floss, razor blades, two items of Covergirl makeup, a Suave 
shampoo , a Zero Frizz hair serum, and a Samy shampoo. STEIMLOSK watched HEINER 
go to a checkout, where she payed for other items but did not pay for the 
aforementioned concealed items. STEIMLOSK detained HEINER when she attempted to 
leave the store and escorted her to the security office, where he recovered the 
items. 
6 . SUSPECT(S) INTERVIEW(S) / INFORMATION: 
None at this time 
7 . ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, NOT PREVIOUSLY STATED: 
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05/19/16 
15 : 23 
I ncident#: 16-P05932 
Bannock County Sheriff 1 s Office 
Detail Incident Report Page: 
805 
3 
All items were returned to Albertson 1 s . HEINER received I daho Uniform Citation 
9311546 for Petit Theft and was released on her promise to appear in court 
proceedings. HEINER was also trespassed from all Albertson's properties and 
advised that if she returned to an Albertson 1 s property, she could be cited 
and/or arrested for Trespassing . 
STEIMLOSK provided a flash drive, which contained photos and video of the theft 
as well as HEINER 1 S detainment . There is nothing further to report at this time . 
End of report . 
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COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-0007667-FE 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner f iJ l: .. \., -,.'.,. .• ,, 
1 -:, £;- - -
Hearing type: Motion to Compel/Motion for Court Services 
Hearing date: 5/23/2016 
10:20 Motions 
Time: 10:20 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter : Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Nicole Deloach 
Tape Number: 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Stephen Herzog 
Schulthies - argument on Motion to Compel 
Herzog - response; cannot provide oral statements made to officer that are not 
in police report 
Court - if conversations occur, provide written summary what was said 
Schulthies - Cl work that was recorded 
Court - review in chambers regarding CI statements before providing to 
defense; also co-defendant statements provided to law enforcement; have 
defense prepare order for court 
Herzog - argument on motion to add court services with testing 
Court - could see if drug possession charge; deny motion 
180 of 307
i'.·· 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs . 
MELISSA E. HEINER, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
..... 
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 23rd day of May, 2016, with 
her counsel, Randall D. Schulthies, for hearing on Defendant's Motion to Compel and the 
State's Motion in Support of Placement on Court SeNices with Testing. Stephen Herzog, 
Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. 
Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
The Court, having heard argument from both the State and defense counsel on 
their respective motions, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant's Motion to Compel is granted pursuant 
to the provisions as outlined under separate order, and 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 1 of 2 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the State's Motion in Support of Placement on 
Court Services with Testing is denied. The Defendant's release upon posting a $5,000 
bond will continue. 
DATED this ct. b day of May, 2016. 
R~ T~ -~ 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the _Jjp__ day of May, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulties 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 2 of 2 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
0Fax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By: _ _:_qami) _ ___ _ 
Deputy Clerk 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
DAVID R. MARTINEZ 
Chief Deputy Public Defender 
ISB 5084 
20/6 HAY 27~/0: 19 
' ) 
~-., .-
&) ~ .. {")' /;";,.· -,_ . ·- . 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO COMPEL 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the State shall providt: to the Defendant a summary of all oral 
communications between law enforcement, the Defendant, and/or the Co-Defendant (Cody Olin). Including 
but not limited to conversations regarding "working". 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the State shall provide to the Court any and all recorded 
conversations between law enforcement and the Defendant or Co-Defendant, that have not previously been 
disclosed in response to the Defendant's Discovery Motion. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the State shall comply with this Order no later than 5:00 p.m., on 
June I, 2016. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED th;, &b day of ~ , 2016. 
~c-~ 
HONORABLE ROBERT C. NAFTZ 
cc: Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County Public Defender 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Bannock County 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-4147 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
/- : ' ( J II ~"·I ... -
I ,f. • " 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN HEINER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
MOTION TO DISMISS 
COMES NOW, Melissa Heiner, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by and 
through her attorney ofrecord, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Bannock County 
Public Defender's Office, and hereby moves the Comt for an Order dismissing the above entitled 
matter based on the State not complying with the Order to Compel by the date and time stated in that 
Order. 
Trial is set in this case for June 7, 2016, leaving three (3) business days to prepare denying 
the Defendant of due process. 
Based upon the foregoing reasons, the Defendant moves the Court to dismiss this case with 
prejudice. 
Motion To Dismiss 
Page 1 
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"' 
DATED this 2nd day June, 2016. 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 2nd day of June, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing MOTION TO DISMISS was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, 
by depositing a copy of the same in the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, 
Idaho. 
Motion To Dismiss 
Page2 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
., ... -, 
~~~~UN - 2 it>3: 48 
-[:,-~ I l' Vl ).~,- 1<. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN HEINER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
----------) 
TO: State of Idaho and their attorney of record, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE IS HRREBY GIVEN, that the Motion to Dismiss, heretofore filed by Melissa 
Heiner, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, shall be called up and presented for disposition 
before the above entitled court on the _lz__ day of ~ , 2016, at the hour of J;/5b 
o'clock f .m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, before the Honorable Robert C. Naftz, 
Bannock County Courthouse. 
DATED this !51 day of June, 2016. 
Notice Of Hearing 
Page 1 
RAiif"ALL D. SCHUtTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 1st day of June, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing NOTICE OF HEARING was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
by depositing a copy of the same into the Prosecutor's in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
Notice Of Hearing 
Page2 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTIDES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
f J,! i· I 
,. , . 
,, i, , I · , ., ,·· 1 ~ J -.,.. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Cody M. Olin, be transported from the Bonneville 
County Jail to the Bannock County Jail by Sunday, June 5, 2016, by the Bannock County 
Sheriff's Department, for trial preparation in the above case. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upon completion of trial, the Bannock County Sheriffs 
Department shall transport the Defendant back to the Bonneville County Jail. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this ~ day of June, 2016. 
cc: Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County Public Defender's Office 
Bannock County Sheriff's Office 
Bonneville County Jail, fax: (208) 529-1304 
" 
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STEPHEN F. HERZOG 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello , Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
JaNIECE PRICE 158 #7161 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
' ;: 'l r:: ('i t \ 1.: I ' I .. _' ;: [' ,u 
' .. . ·, {} 
., I ,._ .,.. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_ _ _ _ _ _________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
ST A TE'S RESPONSE TO 
5/27/16 ORDER TO COMPEL 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THIES , Public Defenders Office, Pocatello , Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
responds to Court's Order to Compel as follows: 
(1) That the State did not receive a copy of the Court's Order to Compel 
detailing what was to be provided until it was faxed to the State on June 2nd by the Court. 
The Court's Order appears to have been signed and filed on Friday, May 27, 2016 _which 
only provided a day and a half (business days) of time within which to comply with the 
Court's Order (if the State had received the Order, which it had not). 
(2) Upon receiving a copy of the Order to Compel the State contacted the 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
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Idaho State Police Investigation's Office regarding obtaining the compelled information. 
(3) In compliance with the order, please find attached a summary of oral 
communications between law enforcement and Defendant Melissa Olin and Cody Olin 
(who is not a co-defendant). This was received in the State's office Friday morning, June 
3rd by 11 :00 a.m. from Detective Sellers who came in on his day off to comply with the 
Court's Order to Compel as quickly as possible. 
(4) At this time the State is not able to provide any recordings related to 
Melissa Olin to the Court until Monday morning the 6th of June due to the evidence 
technician/custodian, Lisa, at the Idaho State Police Investigations office being out of the 
office and she is the only individual who is able to access the recordings that are in 
evidence. Upon receipt of those recording(s) Monday, June 6th , the State will provide 
them to the Court. 
(5) Additionally, as previously provided in discovery the State has provided 
copies of the Trooper Cali's and Trooper Scow's patrol car videos from the traffic stop. 
(6) Also please be advised as previously stated in the State's Response to the 
Defendant's Motion to Compel , the Idaho State Police Detectives "do not record 
interviews or meetings with suspects or potential confidential informants so we do 
not have anything like that." There are recordings of the buys that Cody Olin and 
Melissa Olin were involved in but those record ings are unavailable at this time due to the 
evidence technician/custodian Lisa being out of the office until Monday June 6th . 
~ 
DATED thisYciay of Jun 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF D~ ERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this 3 day of June, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing STATE'S RESPONSE TO 5/27/16 ORDER TO COMPEL 
was delivered to the following: 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
RESPONSE - Page 3 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[xx] hand delivery 
[ ] facsimile 
[ ] courthouse mailbox 
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Olin Synopsis: 
On May 18, 2015 I was contacted by Trooper Call and he infom1ed me that he had Cody 
and Melissa Olin in custody for a warrant and possession of methamphetamine. Trooper Call 
informed me that Cody Olin wanted to talk to detectives. 
Cody Olin was transpo1ied to the investigations office and I conducted an interview with 
Cody. Subsequent to the interview Cody agreed to cooperate and conduct controlled purchases to 
work off the possession of methamphetamine charges for both him and Melissa. Trooper Call 
transported Cody to the Bannock County Jail where he was incarcerated on the waITant. 
On May 26, 2015 Cody Olin had an-anged to purchase a I/8th oz. of methamphetamine. 
Cody completed the controlled purchase. 
After the May 26, 2015 controlled purchase I discovered that arrest warrants for Cody 
had been issued in Bannock and Bonneville County. After the warrants were issued I spoke with 
Cody once or twice on the telephone, but he would not tell me where he was and I could not 
convince him to turn himself in. I was talking with Melissa during this time to get her to have 
Cody contact me and turn himself in on the warrants. 
In early June of 2015 I met with Melissa Olin and she agreed to try and complete the 
agreement that I had with Cody, to do controlled purchases and work off her possession charge. 
On June 15, 2015 Melissa Olin had arranged to purchase a 118th oz. of methamphetamine. 
Subsequent to the controlled purchase she purchased 7 .2 grams of rock salt. Melissa was 
instructed to contact the person she had purchased the rock salt from and have the person make it 
right, either gets the methamphetamine we paid for, or get our money back. 
As we were driving back to the place where Melissa had purchased the rock salt she 
sta1ied talking on the phone with Cody and she was telling Cody what had happened. Cody said 
he was going to contact the person that sold her the rock salt and arrange to make it right. 
Both Melissa and I talked with Cody on the telephone several times, while he was 
arranging with the person Melissa had bought the rock salt from to make it right. 
Cody ultimately called Melissa and informed her and me that he had arranged for Melissa 
to go meet with another person, he had arranged it with to make it right. This person was going 
to give Melissa the 118th oz. of methamphetamine we had paid for. 
Neither Cody or Melissa knew the name of the person we were going to, all they knew 
him by was a nick name. I told Melissa that she was going to have to help me identify the person 
we were going to meet with, she said she would. 
Melissa met with the person and she was given a quantity of methamphetamine, she left 
the residence got into her vehicle and as she was driving away informed me via the wire that she 
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had spilled the methamphetamine she had purchased. Detective Barnes and I met with Melissa 
and were only able to recover a small amount of the methamphetamine, 0.7 grams is all we were 
able to recover, the amount that Melissa was originally given is unknown. 
Over the next few weeks I would speak to Melissa to see what she had done to help 
identify the person she had received the methamphetamine from. It would be a week or two and I 
would not hear from her, when I would speak with her she sounded as if she had not done 
anything to try and identify the person. Ultimately I was able to identi e erson myself. 
~
Tom Sellers, ISPI 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this ~ V~ day of ( )vt VL£.:.J 
,,,,,1111,,,, 
,,,\J..\,EY SA!,,i# 
,, '?,~' •• •••••• •• :vt/;,.._", ~ ~ .. .. ;(_,:.. ~ ,·· ·-.. -, ~ 
~ / ~,or-4.9 ~ -::. 
= "' '). : = 
- \ - · - • W • 
- A _ : .._ 
: • - UBL\v I ... 
'cfl\ . ~ ~ r··.. . .. ·· o ... .: 
~ ""~ ............ r,,.,_~ "'' 
,,,, ~ OF \~r \,'• 
,,,,,,,."'\'' 
Notar~ 
Commission Expires: \ z / ~ / i g 
, 2016. 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTIU:ES 
Chief Public Oefender 
P. 0, Boi 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
DAVID R. MARTINEZ 
Chief Deputy Public Defender 
ISB 5084 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO COMPEL 
.· ... , :-
IT lS HEREBY ORDERED that the State shall provide to the Defendant a summary of all oral 
communications between law enforcement, the Defendant, and/or the Co-Defondant (Cody Olin). Including 
but not limited to conversations regarding "working" . 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the State shall provide to the CoUrt any and all recorded 
conver.sations between law enforcement and the Dofendant or Co-Defendant, that have not previously been 
disclosed in response to the Defendant's Discovery Motion. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the State shall comply with this Order no later than 5:00 p.m., on 
June I , 20 I 6, 
, 2016. 
-...L-- -~'---?- ~ 
cc: Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County Public Defender 
~C.~ 
HONORABLE ROBERT C. NAFfZ 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHlES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. o. Box 4147 
PocateJlo, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
DAVID R MARTINEZ 
Chief Deputy Public Defender 
ISB 5084 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH: JUDICIAL DISTRJCT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
ORDER TO COMPEL 
.·,;, : 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the State shall provide to the Defendant a summary of all oral 
communications between law enforcement, the Defendant, and/or the Co-Defondant (Cody Olin). Including 
but not Hmited to conversations regarding "working". 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the State shall provide to the Coun any and all recorded 
conver_sations between law enforcement and the befendant or Co-Defendant, chat have not previously been 
disclosed in response to the Defondant's Discovery Motion. 
'fT •~ VTTt>Trr-.;-n A'Dnli'.DVn T'h<>T T'h.- ~ t» t<> ~h,. 11 r.nmt\lv wirh Thii:: Orrl P.r no llltf': r rh11n 5:00 n .m .. cm 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
STATE'S RESPONSE TO 
5/27/16 ORDER TO COMPEL 
TO: RANDALL SCHUL THIES, Public Defenders Office, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for 
the Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through JaNIECE PRICE, Assistant 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
responds to Court's Order to Compel as follows: 
(1) That the State did not receive a copy of the Court's Order to Compel 
detailing what was to be provided until it was faxed to the State on June 2nd by the Court. 
The Court's Order appears to have been signed and filed on Friday, May 27, 2016 which 
only provided a day and a half (business days) of time within which to comply with the 
Court's Order (if the State had received the Order, which it had not). 
(2) Upon receiving a copy of the Order to Compel the State contacted the 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
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Idaho State Police Investigation's Office regarding obtaining the compelled information. 
(3) In compliance with the order, please find attached a three recordings 
related to Cody Olin and Melissa Olin obtained from Detective Tom Sellers on June 
6th at 10:45 a.m. that are submitted to the Court. 
(5) Additionally, as previously provided in discovery the State has provided 
copies of the Trooper Call's and Trooper Scow's patrol car videos from the traffic stop. 
(6) Also please be advised as previously stated in the State's Response to the 
Defendant's Motion to Compel, the Idaho State Police Detectives "do not record 
interviews or meetings with suspects or potential confidential informants so we do 
not have anything like that." There are recordings of the buys that Cody Olin and 
Melissa Olin were involved in but those recordings are unavailable at this time due to the 
evidence technician/custodia~ being out of the office until Monday June 6th • 
DATED this ~ of J , 2016. 
Ja 
si tant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF D~l lV1 ERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this &_ 1!.tay of June, 2016, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing STATE'S RESPONSE TO 5/27/16 ORDER TO COMPEL 
was delivered to the following: 
RANDALL SCHUL THIES 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
[] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
[XX] facsi~ · ,__ 
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COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-000766 7-FE 
20 Io JUN -8 P 5: I 7 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Hearing type: Motion to Dismiss 
Hearing date: 6/6/2016 
Time: 2:10 pm 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Nicole Deloach 
Tape Number: 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Brian Trammell 
2:10 Motion to Dismiss; 
Schulthies - argument; still some audio recordings that have not been provided 
Trammell - provided everything that law enforcement has given to them 
Schulthies - further argument; if trial goes, not have any discussion about events 
that occurred after Def s arrest 
Trammell - response; have tried to provide information as requested; state still 
wants option if door opens about "buys"; 
Schulthies - further comments; 
Court- not let counsel get into any info on subsequent acts; discussion with 
counsel 
Schulthies - no certified documents of prior convictions disclosed; 
Trammell - prior California acts under 404(b ); recordings of buys with Cody and 
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"' 
Def. are unavailable until technician gets in. 
Court - not dismiss but could postpone trial if needs more time to prepare; 
Schulthies - want to proceed to trial; want state to understand limitations they 
are under and to instruct their witnesses not to go into those certain areas 
Court - subsequent buys; cody's buy with Rademacher; 
Trammell - calling only two witnesses; will instruct the witnesses accordingly; 
Schulthies - court's decision on suppression; object based on court's decision; 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA E. HEINER (AKA Olin) , 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 6th day of June, 2016, with 
her counsel, Randall D. Schulthies, for hearing on Defendant's Motion to Dismiss. 
Brian Trammell, Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the 
State of Idaho. Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
The Court, having heard argument from defense counsel and response from the 
State, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant's Motion to Dismiss is denied . Defense 
counsel was given the option to postpone the jury trial to allow additional time for 
preparation. With the Defendant choosing to proceed with trial , the Court instructed the 
State not to raise certain issues. The jury trial remains scheduled for June 7, 2016. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 1 of 2 
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DATED this _ '/ __ day of June, 2016. 
District Judge 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the _1_ day of June, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
Page 2 of 2 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
OFax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By: __ /)...,........__ _ _ 
Deputy Clerk 
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RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P. 0. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka OLIN 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
_______________ ) 
TO: State ofldaho and their attorney of record, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that further proceedings regarding the Defendant's Motion, 
shall be called up and presented for disposition before the above entitled court on the 27th day of 
June, 2016, at the hour of 9:00 o ' clock a.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, before the 
Honorable Robe1t C. Naftz, Bannock County Courthouse. 
DATED this 14th day of June, 2016. 
Notice Of Hearing 
Page 1 
RANDALLii: SCHUurffiis 
Chief Public Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 14111 day of June, 2016, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing NOTICE OF HEARING was served upon the Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
by depositing a copy of the same into the Prosecutor' s in-box, Bannock County Courthouse, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 
Notice Of Hearing 
Page 2 
205 of 307
Randall D. Schulthies 
Chief Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-414 7 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
v. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka OLIN 
Defendant. 
) 
) CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
) 
) MOTION TO SET ASIDE 
) VERDICT AND MOTION FOR 
) NEWTRIAL 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
COMES NOW the Defendant, Melissa Heiner, aka Olin, by and through her attorney, 
Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender, and hereby moves this Com1 pursuant to Rule 34, 
I.C.R., for its order setting aside the verdict and ordering a new trial. Pusraunt to Rule 34, I.C.R. , 
the motion must be filed within fourteen (14) days after the verdict, finding of guilt or sentencing 
or other time frame as appointed by the court. Defendant files the motion on the grounds that it 
is in the interest of justice. 
Defendant hereby gives notice that it reserves the right to amend the motion as 
investigation into the grounds for the new trial are still being investigated and to raise all issues 
relevant to the request for new trial. 
Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion for New Trial 
Page I 
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In addition, sentencing has not been completed and is not set until August 1, 2016 and 
Defendant has moved to have the sentencing hearing continued as set for in the motion filed in 
support thereof. 
DA TED this li day of June, 2016. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the -1.i_ day of June, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the MOTION TO SET ASIDE VERDICT AND MOTION FOR NEW 
TRIAL upon the party below as follows: 
Bannock County 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Prosecutor's in-box, Room 220 
Bannock County Comthouse 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion for New Trial 
Page 2 
j{ Hand Deliver 
[] First Class Mail 
[ ] Certified Mail 
[] Facsimile 
Chief Public Defender 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHIES 
Chief Public Defender 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE -C, 
BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT'S 
MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
MELISSA E. OLIN, ) 
) 
Defendant. ) 
) 
COMES NOW, Melissa . Olin, the Defendant in the above entitled matter, acting by 
and through her attorney ofrecord, Randall D. Schulthies, Chief Public Defender of the Bannock 
County Public Defender's Office, and hereby submits the following Brief in support of his 
Motion for New Trial. 
When the Court instructed the jmy, the Court refused to give Defendant's 
supplement instruction related to IC-18-201 (or IDJI 1508). Idaho Code 19-2132 
required the Court to give an instruction, if it is a c01Tect statement of law and 
pe1iinent, "It must be given".(Emphasis added) Whether a jury has been property 
instructed in a question of law. State v. Canelo, 129 Idaho 386. (Ct. App 1996). 
When the party submits an instruction it must be given where: 
1. It property states governing law: 
2. A reasonable review of some of the evidence would support the party's legal 
theory; 
3. The subject of the requested instruction is not addressed adequately; and 
4. The instruction does not constitute impermissible comment on the evidence. 
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late v. Fahertty, 126 Id. 475. (Ct App 1994) 
As in the case at bar, Payne was a residue drug case. The jury instructions were insufficient and 
the Court held that "because the jury was not provided with an instruction consistent with LC 
18-201 (3), the jury was bound to find Payne guilty of possession". Payne V State 159 ID 879, 
367 P 3d 274, at 280. 
The Court stated "The statuto1y basis for a defense based upon mistake of fact is 
Idaho Code Section 18-*201, which provides that "*[p]ersons who committed 
the act or made the omission charged, under an ignorance or mistake of fact which 
disproves and criminal intent"* are no "*capable"* of committing crimes. Thus 
the defendant's ignorance of the identity of a substance would be a defense to a 
charge of possession of a controlled substance. Goggin, 157 Idaho at 7, 333 
P.3d at 118. For example, if a defendant believed "*a powdery substance in a 
package"* was sugar instead of methamphetamine, then the defendant would not 
be guilty of possession of metbamphetamine, Id. (Citing State v. Armstrong, 142 
Idaho 62, 65, 122 P. 3d 321, 324 (Ct.App.2005}}." 
State v. McKean, 159 Idaho 75,356 P.3d 368, 375 76(2015). 
As the instruction given was insufficient, the Defendant requests the comi enter an order 
granting a new trial. 
Dated: This Jl day of June, 2016. 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this Jj day of June, 2016, a true and con-ect copy of 
the foregoing Brief in Support of Defendant's Motion For New Trial was served upon the 
Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same into the Prosecutor's in-
box, Bannock County Comthouse, Pocatello, Idaho. 
Chief Public Defender 
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RANDALL D. SCHULTHI ES 
Chief Public Defender 
P . o. Box 4147 
Pocatel l o, Idaho 83205 
(208) 236- 7040 
ISB 1784 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUD I CIAL DI STRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO , 
Plaintiff , 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN , 
Defendant . 
Case No . CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
DEFENDANT'S SUPPLEMENTAL 
REQUESTED JURY INSTRUCTION 
COMES NOW, Meli ssa Olin , the Defendant in t h e above entitled 
matter , acti n g by and through his counse l of record , David R. 
Martinez , Chief Deputy Pub l ic Defender of the Bannock County Public 
Defender ' s Office , and hereby s ubmits t he following Defendant ' s 
Suppl ementa l Requested Jury I nstruc t ion , number 13. 
DATED this 8 th day of June , 20 1 6. 
Chief Publ ic Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVI CE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on t hi s 8 TH day of J une , 2016 , a true and 
correct copy of the foregoi n g DEFENDANT'S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTED JURY 
INSTRUCTIONS 
by depositing 
upon the Bannock County Prosecut i ng Attorney , 
the same in the Prosecutor ' s in-box , Bannock 
se , Pocate l lo , Idah o . 
211 of 307
YOU ARE I NSTRUCTED THAT : 
DEFENDANT ' S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . _j__a___ 
All persons are capable of committing crimes , except those 
belonging to the f ollowing classes: 
1 . Pe r sons who committed the act or made the omission 
charge under and ignorance or mistake of fact which disproves any 
crimina l intent . 
Idaho Code §18-201 (1 ) State of Idaho v Blake , 133 Id 237 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-000766 7-FE 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Hearing type: Jury Trial 
Hearing date: 6/7/2016 
Time: 9:08 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 309 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Nicole Deloach 
Tape Number: 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Brian Trammell 
20/6JUN 22 
,'"' Pf! 3: I I 
l . 
r li / 
9:09 Jury Trial; roll call of potential jurors; jury instructions; jurors sworn in for voir 
dire examination; Janene Martin excused; Candace Lopez excused; Delray Gish 
excused; 
9:49 
10:19 
10:59 
Trammell - voir dire examination; passed for cause 
Schulthies - voir dire examination; challenge Kaci Balls for cause 
Court - questions to Kaci Balls to see if can be fair juror; excuse Kaci Balls; 
questions to newly seated juror; jury passed for cause by counsel; peremptory 
challenges; 12 jurors chosen and other excused; recess at 10:58 for jury 
Schulthies - received this morning supplemental response in regard to 
recordings regarding CI; no discs contained; still need disc; don't think state 
diligent in responding to discovery 
Court - duly noted 
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11:23 
11:37 
11:42 
11:45 
12:03 
12:19 
1:35 
Schulthies - Def. was not present for this argument; 
Court - recess for all parties until 11:15 
Court - jury reconvened and stipulated by counsel; jury instructions; 
Graham - opening statement 
Schulthies - opening statement 
Graham - calls Trooper Shane Call, ISP 
c/s/t 
Graham - direct examination 
Court - witness identifies Defendant 
Schulthies - cross examination; marked Defendant's A (color copy) 
Court - Defendant's Exhibit A admitted without objection 
Court - recess for lunch while court reporter review her transcript 
Court - back in session; counsel waived roll call of jury; cross examination 
continues 
Schulthies - marked Defendant's Exhibit 8 
Court - marked Defendant's Exhibit 8 (DVD) without objection and publish to 
jury; 1:39 to 1:44 on video was played to jury 
2:00 Graham - redirect examination 
Schulthies - object to introduction of evidence (pursuant to decision of court) 
Court - objection noted 
Trammell - calls Anna Christina Mattox, Forensic Scientist II, Idaho State Police 
c/s/t 
Trammell - direct examination 
Court - witness qualified as expert witness 
Trammell - marked State's Exhibit 1 
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Court - admitted State's Exhibit 1 without objection subject to defense counsel's 
ongoing objection 
2:23 Schulthies - cross examination 
Trammell - no redirect examination 
Court - witness down and excused 
Trammell - state rests 
Court - jury excused and court adjourned for the day; return tomorrow by 9:00 
a.m. 
Schulthies - move for directed verdict by court; testimony is residue in bag 
similar to other substances; they have to prove that Def. knew it was controlled 
substance; they have no evidence to that; reasonable doubt based on state's 
burden to prove; 
Trammell - provided sufficient evidence for case to go to jury; 
Court - enough evidence for jury to decide case; motion denied; court adjourned 
for the day at 2:35 p.m. 
9:03 Court - second day; back on record; parties present outside presence of jury 
Trammell - defense will call Cody Olin; state wants him to understand 5th 
amendment rights and that anything can be used against him; if says was not 
charged, state wants to cross examine him to say why he wasn't charged; 
Court - no reason to ask about Def. working off charges 
Graham - Cody Olin does not have attorney so rights were never discussed 
Schulthies - had discussions with him; dykman appointed to represent him on 
another charge that was sentenced to retained jurisdiction; told dykman he 
could appear on his behalf; told cody that any incriminating statements could be 
used against him 
Court - if defense ask why he wasn't charged, state can cross; otherwise, limit to 
only Def. 
Schulthies - when asked trooper call questions, he talked about drug house; do 
not want state to mention that; no foundation 
Graham - defense counsel should have addressed at time of testimony; that has 
215 of 307
come in; inappropriate to limit it now; was not on state's direct examination 
Schulthies - comments; prejudicial and no foundation 
Graham - showing for effect on listener to show what officer did next; it is in 
evidence at this time; 
Trammell - not argue that was "drug house" but have information that law 
enforcement had report about this vehicle 
Schulthies - comments; probative value minimal 
Court - allow state to be able to discuss timeline; opportunity to elicit more 
testimony from officer in regard to that; recognize potential prejudicial impact; 
information is already out there; closing arguments are made clear that is not 
evidence; discussion continues 
9:19 Court - jury reconvened into courtroom; roll call waived 
Schulthies - recall Trooper Call; direct examination 
Court - witness down 
Schulthies - calls Cody Matthew Olin 
c/s/t 
Court - Def. advised of his rights (self-incrimination and to an attorney) 
Schulthies - direct examination 
9:37 Court - excuse jury to discuss issue with counsel upon state's request 
Trammell - IRE 608(b) and 609; criminal history; grand theft counts and other 
misdemeanor theft charges; credibility and truth of witness to inquire 
Schulthies - series of evidence they intend on presenting but have not produced; 
should have disclosed 
Trammell - did not supplement information to defense; still appropriate; 
defense is aware of cody's criminal history; no prejudice; 
Schulthies - did not know specifics of criminal history; that is purpose of 
discovery; ask for that line of questioning not be allowed 
Trammell - inquire into truthfulness of Defendant; defendant's witness; 
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10:33 
Court - take quick break to review rules; 
Schulthies - asked for names of witnesses and whether they had felony 
convictions; 
Court - rule 16 is specific on state's witnesses; furnish list and any record of any 
prior convictions; additional information is subject to discovery and inspection 
and to be provided by state; 
Court- not allow state to try and impeach witness as information not provided 
to defense; duty of prosecutor to provide under rules; bring jury back in; roll call 
waived 
Trammell - cross examination 
Court - witness down and excused 
Schulthies - calls Melissa Olin (Heiner) 
c/s/t 
Court - Defendant advised of her right against self-incrimination 
Schulthies - direct examination 
Trammell - cross examination 
Court - defense rests; no rebuttal testimony from state; jury excused; they will 
hear closing at 1:00 p.m.; jury instruction conference 
Court - back on record with counsel only; 
Schulthies - reasonable doubt on state's case; renew motion for directed verdict 
Trammell - response; objection; evidence presented 
Court - element #4; how has that been proven 
Trammell - her purse; two coin purses; always on her; always had possession 
and control of her purse; question left to jury 
Schulthies - one of elements is that she knew it was meth; even their experts 
could not determine of meth as substance being similar to other substances; 
amount so small that barely detectible; did not prove beyond reasonable doubt 
that she knew; no proof presented 
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Court - nothing changed since denying motion earlier; question of fact as to 
whether they believe her or not; deny motion and allow jury to make decision 
and find proof beyond reasonable doubt; formal jury instruction conference 
Trammell - wording of #17 is questionable; also get instruction to court about 
possession without knowledge 
Schulthies - not sure #15 is the same as what was requested; paragraph 4 
Trammell - would object; need other instruction 
Court - state to get instruction to court; 
Schulthies - instructions to Exhibit B; clock time of 1:39 to clock time of 1:44 
Court - adjourned until 1:00 pm 
1:04 Court - back on record; jury not present; discussion on #403 instruction; 
discussion; leave instruction a written with defendant's objection noted; 
possession instruction discussed; state's request is noted; additional instruction 
not given to state 
Schulthies - supplemental jury instruction as well; case law cited; 
Graham - response; 
Schulthies - comments 
Court - instruction #15 covers that; decline to give defendant's supplemental 
instruction; make copies for jury; recess 
1:34 Court - back on record; jury present; roll call waived; final jury in_structions 
Trammell - closing argument 
1:58 Schulthies - closing argument 
Graham - rebuttal 
Court - instructions; jury excused for deliberation; recess at 2:25 
3:54 Court - back on record; jury present and accounted for; jury has reached verdict; 
Def. found guilty; jury polled upon request of defense counsel; jury thanked for 
their service and excused; sentencing set 8-1-16 with PSI; release continues; 
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IN THE SIXTH DISTRICT JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAI-jld3/1 ~.\'t· f_ ~ 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
. ) . 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
. . ) 
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Defendant. ) 
Case No. 
. The hearing held on W/,r/2 {g . - {p /i Alp in the abov~entitled matter 
is estimated to be more than 1 bo pages. 
2016 JUN 22 PN 3: I I 
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!ORIGINAL OF THIS DOCUMENT TO IDOCI Assigned to~_· ____ _ 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
Melissa E Heiner 
1002 Samuel St# 61 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
Assigned: _______ _ 
Sixth Judicial District Court, State of fJg~JJN 2 2 PH 3: / I 
In and For the County of Bannock 
ORDER FOR PRESENTENCE REPORT AND'·e vi ~UATIONS 
Cr*Vf)' 1~L , .. , \ 
Case No: CR-2015-0007667-FE 
ORDER FOR PRE - SENTENCE INVESTIGATION 
REPORT 
CHARGE(s): 
I37-2732(c)(1) F Controlled Substance-Possession of 
ROA : PSIO1- Order for Presentence Investigation Report 
On this Wednesday, June 08, 2016, a Pre-sentence Investigation Report was ordered by the Honorable Robert 
C Naftz to be completed for Court appearance on : 
Monday, August 1, 2016 at: 09:00 AM at the above stated courthouse. 
D Behavioral Health Assessments waived by the Court (PSIO1 ROA code) 
D Waiver under IC 19-2524 2 (e) allowing assessment and treatment services by the same person or facility 
Other non- §19-2524 evaluations/examinations ordered for use with the PSI: 
D Sex Offender D Domestic Violence D Other _____ __ . Evaluator: 
PLEA AGREEMENT: State recommendation 
WHJ/JOC D Probation D PD Reimb D Fine D ACJ D Restitution D Other: 
- - ----- ----
DEFENSE COUNSEL: Randall D Schulthies ______ _ 
PROSECUTOR: JaNiece Price _____ _____ _ 
THE DEFENDANT IS IN CUSTODY: D YES !El NO If yes where : ______ _ ___ ____ _ 
DO YOU NEED AN INTERPRETER? !El NO D YES if yes , what is the language? __________ _ 
Date: _ __._,v;'--~-'-- \ __ ~ ___ Signature: ____ ~ ____ _ c_._~---~~----
Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs . 
MELISSA E. HEINER (AKA OLIN) , 
Defendant. 
Case No: CR-2015-7667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER 
THE PARTIES came before the Court on the 7th day of June, 2016, for a Jury Trial. 
Brian Trammell and Ashley Graham, Bannock County Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys, 
appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. Randall Schulthies appeared on behalf of the 
Defendant. Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
Trial proceeded before the Court. All prospective jurors were sworn in voir dire. 
Upon the conclusion of voir dire examination after the peremptory challenges, twelve 
jurors were then sworn in to try the cause. The remaining potential jurors were excused. 
Counsel presented their opening statements. Counsel for Plaintiff called Trooper 
Shane Call from Idaho State Police and expert witness, Forensic Scientist Anna Mattox, 
as witnesses. Defendant's Exhibits A and B and were admitted without objection, and 
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State's Exhibit No. 1 was admitted subject to ongoing objection from defense. All exhibits 
were published to the jury. 
Upon the State resting their case, the jury was excused for the Court to hear 
Defendant's oral motion for a directed verdict based on the claim that the State did not 
meet their burden and prove all the elements of the charge to show beyond a reasonable 
doubt that Defendant had knowledge the substance was a controlled substance. The 
Court heard argument and response and denied Defendant's motion for directed verdict 
(motion for judgment of acquittal). 
Trial resumed on day two with defense counsel beginning their case-in-chief by 
recalling Trooper Call as a witness. Cody Olin was called to testify after the court advised 
him of his right against self-incrimination and of his right to an attorney. The Defendant 
testified after the Court advised her of her right against self-incrimination. Defense rested 
with the State not calling any rebuttal witnesses. 
Outside the presence of the jury, defense counsel renewed his motion for a 
directed verdict. This motion was again denied allowing the jury to decide the case. An 
informal and formal jury instruction conference was then held with counsel. 
Court reconvened with the jury present and accounted for by stipulation of counsel. 
Final jury instructions were read and closing argument was given. The jurors were 
excused to deliberate. 
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Upon notification that the jury had reached a verdict, the proceeding resumed and 
the jury returned into the courtroom. Upon being asked if they had agreed upon a verdict, 
the jury, through their foreperson, presented their verdict to the Court. The verdict was 
read in open court. The Court ordered the verdict entered and recorded (see attached 
Verdict Form). Upon the jury being polled, the jury was then thanked for their service and 
excused. 
The Defendant having been found GUil TY of the charge of POSSESSION OF A 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code §37-2732(c)(1), 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that SENTENCING in this matter be and the same is 
hereby scheduled for AUGUST 1, 2016, AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 A.M. at the Bannock 
County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho before the undersigned Judge. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the DUE DATE for the pre-sentence investigation 
report shall be JULY 25, 2016, BY NO LATER THAN 5:00 P.M. WITH COPIES 
DELIVERED TO THE COURT AND COUNSEL BY SAID DATE. 
Defendant's release after posting bond in the amount of $5,000 is continued. 
DATED this ~3 day of June, 2016. 
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ROBERT C. NAFTZ 
District Judge 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the ) 4 day of June, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Brian Trammell/Ashley Graham 
Bannock County 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Randall Schulthies 
Probation & Parole 
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D U.S. Mail 
IZ] E-Mail: 
D Hand Deliver 
0Fax: 
D U.S. Mail 
IZJ E-Mail: 
D Hand Deliver 
D Fax: 
D U.S. Mail 
IZJ E-Mail: 
D Hand Deliver 
0Fax: 
Deputy Clerk ·· 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
-vs-
MELISSA EDNA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
VERDICT 
We, the Jury, duly empaneled and sworn to try the above entitled action, for our verdict, 
unanimously answer the question submitted to us as follows: 
QUESTION NO. 1: Is Melissa Edna Olin guilty or not guilty of Possession of a Controlled 
Substance, Methamphetamine? 
Not Guilty ___ _ Guilty _/_ 
DATED this __f_ day of June, 2016. 
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l COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-000766 7-FE 2016 JUN 28 A I 8: 32 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heine/ ··~,;[;· . 
f,ch .. ~.t< 
Hearing type: Motion to Set Aside Guilty Verdict/New Trial 
Hearing date: 6/27/2016 
Time: 10:32 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Nicole Deloach 
Tape Number: 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Brian Trammell 
10:32 Motion to Set Aside Guilty Verdict 
Schulthies - argument 
Trammell - response; objection 
Court - take under advisement and issue written decision 
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IN THE DISTRJCT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICAL DIST~ N,1)/i?F ~.J-
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOt 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
V. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka: OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 
AND ORDER 
NATURE OF THE CASE 
This matter came before this Comt pursuant to a Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion 
for New Trial filed by the defendant, Melissa Olin ("Olin" or "the Defendant"). This Comt 
heard oral arguments regarding the motion on June 27, 20 I 6. This Court then took the matter 
under advisement. After reviewing the entire file, including the brief filed by the Defendant, this 
Court now issues this Memorandum Decision and Order. 
ISSUE 
Should this Court set aside the jmy's guilty verdict and grant a new trial? 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
On May 18, 20 I 5, Trooper S. Call of the Idaho State Police observed a black Dodge 
truck traveling directly in front of his patrol vehicle. Trooper Call observed the registration on 
the rear license plate had expired in April. After confirming the expired license with the dispatch 
center, Trooper Call conducted a traffic stop on the truck. Trooper Call made contact with the 
driver of the vehicle, who was identified as Cody M. Olin. Mr. Olin told the trooper his driver's 
license was suspended. The Defendant in this case, Melissa E. Olin, was a passenger in the 
truck. Trooper Call informed Mr. Olin of the reason for the traffic stop and then proceeded to 
conduct a driver's check on both of the Olins. As a result of that check, Trooper Call confirmed 
that Mr. Olin's driving status was invalid and further learned that he had a misdemeanor warrant 
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for his arrest based on a probation violation out of Bonneville County. Trooper Call also 
discovered the Defendant's license was suspended out of California. Trooper Call then 
requested another officer to assist him with the stop. Officer P. Boll from the Pocatello Police 
arrived on the scene, and Trooper Call proceeded to aiTest Mr. Olin on the basis of the 
Bonneville County warrant. (Officer Probable Cause Statement, May 18, 2015, 2.) 1 After Mr. 
Olin was handcuffed, Trooper Call conducted a pat down search. In the course of that search, 
Trooper Call located a plastic bag inside Mr. Olin's baseball cap. A white crystal substance was 
inside the bag, and, upon questioning by the trooper, Mr. Olin "stated that [the substance in the 
bag] was methamphetamine." (Jd.)2 
Eventually, Trooper Call made contact with the Defendant, asking her to step outside of 
the truck. Trooper Call informed the Defendant he was going to search the vehicle. He observed 
a purse on the floor board where the Defendant had been sitting. Ms. Olin confomed the purse 
belonged to her. Trooper Call searched the purse and discovered other small coin purses within 
the purse. Inside a black coin purse, Trooper Call discovered a white bag with a white residue. 
Upon inquiry, the Defendant stated the white substance was aspirin. Trooper Call then found a 
blue coin purse, which held a black plastic bag. That black plastic bag also contained a white 
residue. A Narcotics Identification Kit test ("NIK test") was conducted on both of the plastic 
bags. The black bag with white residue tested presumptive positive for methamphetamine. The 
white bag with residue did not test presumptive positive for methamphetamine. Following the 
results of the NIK test, Trooper Call placed the Defendant under arrest for methamphetamine. 
No other illegal items were found in the vehicle. 
Both suspects were eventually transported to the Bannock County Jail. Mr. Olin was 
incarcerated on his outstanding wanant. Thereafter, Trooper Call cited Mr. Olin for driving on 
an invalid license, and he was released. (Id. at 3.) The Defendant was booked into the Bannock 
County Jail on a charge of possession of methamphetamine. 
1 "l informed Cody [Olin] that he had a warrant for his arrest out of Bonneville County. I informed [Mr. Olin] that 
he was under atTest for the warrant. .. . " 
2 After Mr. Olin was arrested and taken to the Bannock County Jail, the substance found on his person was tested 
with a NIK kit. The substance showed a presumptive positive for methamphetamine. (Officer Probable Cause 
Statement at 3.) 
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The Defendant's case proceeded to trial where a jury unanimously found her guilty of 
possession of a controlled substance, Methamphetamine. Defendant now seeks to set aside that 
jury verdict and have a new trial. 
DISCUSSION 
Idaho Code (LC.)§ 19-2406 establishes the grounds in which a trial court can grant an 
application for a new trial.3 One of the conditions for granting a new trial is "[W]hen the comt 
has misdirected the jury in a matter of law, or has etTed in the decision of any questions of law 
arising during the course of the trial. IDAHO CODE ANN. § 19-2406(5)(2015). However, if the 
instructions taken as a whole, fairly and adequately present the issues, state the applicable law, 
and do not mislead the jury or prejudice a pa1ty, then there is no reversible error. State v. 
Armstrong, 142 Idaho 62, 65, 122 P.3d 321, 324 (Idaho Ct.App 2005). 
The Defendant argues this Court erred in not giving a requested supplemental jury 
instruction. The proposed instruction would have instructed the jury that persons who commit an 
act under an ignorance or mistake of fact do not have the necessary criminal intent. 4 
TITLE 19 
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 
CHAPTER 24 
EXCEPTIONS -- NEW TRIAL -- ARREST OF JUDGMENT 
19-2406. GROUNDS FOR NEW TRJAL. When a verdict has been rendered against the defendant the court 
may, upon his application, grant a new trial in the following cases only: 
I. When the trial has been had in his absence, if the indictment is for a felony. 
2. When the jury has received any evidence out of court other than that resulting from a view of the 
premises. 
3. When the jury has separated without leave of the comt after retiring to deliberate upon their verdict, or 
been gui lty of any misconduct by which a fair and due consideration of the case has been prevented. 
4. When the verdict has been decided by lot or by any means other than a fair expression of opinion on the 
part of all the jurors. 
5. When the court has misdirected the jury in a matter of law, or has ened in the decision of any question of 
law arising during the course of the trial. 
6. When the verdict is contrary to law or evidence. 
7. When new evidence is discovered material to the defendant, and which he could not with reasonable 
diligence have discovered and produced at the trial. When a motion for a new trial is made upon the ground of 
newly-discovered evidence, the defendant must produce at the hearing in support thereof the affidavits of the 
witnesses by whom such evidence is expected to be given, and if time is required by the defendant to procure such 
affidavits the court may postpone the hearing of the motion for such length of time as, under all the circumstances of 
the case, may seem reasonable. 
DEFENDANT'S REQUS ETED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 13 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
All persons are capable of committing crimes, except those belonging to the following classes: 
I. Persons who committed the act or made the omission charge under an ignorance or mistake 
of fact which disproves any criminal intent. 
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The crime of possession of a controlled substance is a crime requiring general intent, 
which is satisfied when the defendant knowingly performs the prohibited acts. State v. Hopper, 
142 Idaho 512, 514, 129 P .3d 1261 , 1263 (Ct.App.2005). This type of offense therefore requires 
knowledge that the person is in possession of the named substance or another controlled 
substance. State v. Blake, 133 Idaho 237, 241,985 P.2d 117, 121 (1999). Ignorance or mistake 
of fact is only a defense to a crime having a specific intent as an element. State v. Stiffler, 117 
Idaho 405, 407, 788 P.2d 220, 222 (1990). In addition, Idaho Criminal Jury Instruction (ICJI) 
403 states that in order for a defendant to be guilty of possession of a controlled substance, the 
state must prove the defendant possessed the substance and "the defendant either knew it was 
(name of substance) or believed it was a controlled substance." Hopper, 142 Idaho at 514. The 
pattern Idaho criminal jury instructions are presumptively correct. State v. Cuevas-Hernandez, 
140 Idaho 373, 376, 93 P.3d 704, 707 (Idaho Ct.App.2004) (overturned on other grounds). The 
Idaho Supreme Court has approved the pattern jury instructions and has recommended that the 
trial courts use the instructions unless a different instruction would more effectively, accurately, 
or clearly state the law. Cuevas-Hernandez, 140 Idaho at 376. Therefore, "the Idaho Supreme 
Court recommends that trial courts use a jury instruction which indicates that a defendant's belief 
he or she possessed a controlled substance is sufficient to establish the requisite criminal intent." 
Hopper, 142 Idaho at 514. 
This Court, without objection from either counsel, used ICJI 403 to instruct the jury with 
regard to possession of a controlled substance. Contained within that instruction is the 
requirement that the State prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant knew it was 
methamphetamine or another controlled substance. The knowledge element requires that the 
defendant know the identity of the substance. Blake, 133 Idaho at 242. "The defendant's 
ignorance of the presence of the substance, or belief that it was an innocuous material, if believed 
by the jury, would be exculpatory." State v. Armstrong, 142 Idaho 62, 65, 122 P.3d 321 324 
(Ct.App.2005). The required knowledge of the presence of a controlled substance may be 
proved by direct evidence or may be inferred from the circumstances. Armstrong, 142 Idaho at 
65. 
In this case, there was evidence introduced at trial that suggested that one of the baggies 
contained aspirin residue and that the other baggie contained methamphetamine residue. The 
Defendant's son testified that he brought his mother aspirin in a white baggie that he had used to 
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store methamphetamine. The lab technician testified that she only tested the black baggie and it 
tested positive for methamphetamine. The Defendant took the stand and testified that she did not 
know that either baggie contained methamphetamine residue. 
The Defendant requested that the jury be instructed that ignorance of a fact disproves 
criminal intent. This Court declined to give the proposed instruction relying instead on the 
general intent requirement contained in ICJI 403. Idaho Code§ 19-2132(a) requires that a trial 
court must instruct a jury on "all matters oflaw necessary for their information." A requested 
instruction must be given where: (1) it properly states the governing law; (2) a reasonable view 
of the evidence would support the defendant's legal theory; (3) it is not addressed adequately by 
other jury insh·uctions; and (4) it does not constitute an impermissible comment as to the 
evidence. State v. Beeks, 159 Idaho 223,358 P.3d 784, 793 (Ct.App.2015). This Court 
concludes the crime of possession of a controlled substance requires the element of general 
intent. An instruction regarding ignorance or a mistake of fact is only a defense to a crime 
having specific intent as an element. Therefore, the Defendant's proposed instruction did not 
properly state the governing law, and the element of general intent was adequately covered by 
ICJI 403 . 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons stated above, the Defendant's Motion to Set Aside the Jury Verdict and 
Motion for a New Trial is DENIED. Sentencing will proceed as previously set. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this July 13, 2016. 
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CERTIBICATE OF MAILING/SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on hily/5 , 20 16, l mailed/served a true copy of the MEMORANDUM 
DECISION AND ORDER on the attomey(s)/person(s) listed below by mail with correct postage thereon or 
causing the same to be hand delivered. 
Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
Randall Schulthies 
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D.;;puty Clerk 
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0 E-Mail 
0 Courthou e Box 
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ICJI 1510 IGNORANCE OR MISTAKE OF FACT DEFENSE 
INSTRUCTION NO. 
---
For the defendant to be guilty of [ name of offense], the state must prove the defendant had a 
particular intent. Evidence was offered that at the time of the alleged offense the defendant [ was 
ignorant of] [or] [mistakenly believed] certain facts. You should consider such evidence in 
determining whether the defendant had the required intent. 
If from all the evidence you have a reasonable doubt whether the defendant had such intent, 
you must find the defendant not guilty. 
Comment 
LC. s 18-201 (1 ). Ignorance or mistake of fact is only a defense to a crime having a specific intent 
as an element. State v. Stiffler, 117 Idaho 405, 788 P .2d 220 (1990). Its purpose is to show that 
the defendant lacked such specific intent because the defendant was ignorant or mistaken as to 
the facts (e.g., he mistakenly believed the object he took was his own and therefore did not intend 
to deprive the owner of the object). Since such evidence is offered to show the defendant did not 
have a specific intent that is an element of the crime, the defendant cannot be required to prove 
that the defendant was ignorant or mistaken as to the facts. Patterson v. New York, 432 U.S. 197 
(1977); Mullaney v. Wilbur, 421 U.S. 684 (1975); In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970). For such 
defense to prevail, the defendant need only create a reasonable doubt as to whether the defendant 
had the required specific intent. 
The legislature, in codifying the crime of sexual battery of a minor child 16 or 17 years of age, 
LC. s l 8- l 508A, intended to incorporate the immemorial tradition of the common law that a 
mistake of fact as to the complainant1s age is no defense. State v. Oar, 129 Idaho 337, 924 P.2d 
599 (1996). 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
MELISSA E HEINER, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No:CR-2015-0007667-FE 
ORDER CONTINUING 
Having received an informal request to continue the sentencing from the 
presentence investigator, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the SENTENCING in this matter be continued and 
the same is hereby reset for SEPTEMBER 12, 2016 AT THE HOUR OF 8:30 A.M. at the 
Bannock County Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho before the undersigned Judge. 
DATED this ~ 'j day of July, 2016. 
Case No. CR-2015-0007667-FE 
ORDER 
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ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the :I}_ day of July, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Probation & Parole 
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ORDER 
Page 2 of 2 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
OFax:-
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 237-2624 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
By~ 
Deputy Clerk 
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10:35 Begins 
COURT MINUTES 
CR-2015-000766 7-FE 
State of Idaho vs. Melissa E Heiner 
Hearing type: Sentencing 
Hearing date: 9/12/2016 
Time: 10:35 am 
Judge: Robert C Naftz 
Courtroom: Room 309, Third Floor 
Court reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Minutes Clerk: Povey Keri 
Defense Attorney: Randall Schulthies 
Prosecutor: Zachary Parris 
No PSI corrections 
PA Parris recommendations 
DA Schulthies recommendations, objects to restitution 
Dfdt statement 
SENT: 2 yrs fixed, 3 yrs indeterminate, suspended, 4 yrs probation, $861.91 
restitution, $750.00 PD costs, $800 fine, cc, starting 10/01/16 pay $SO/month, 
100 hrs community service, DNA $100, 120 discretionary jail time 
10:46 Ends 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
MELISSA E HEINER, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
Case No:CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER OF 
PROBATION 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION 
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 1 ih day of September, 
2016, with her counsel, Randall D. Schulthies, for sentencing. Zachary Parris, Bannock 
CountyDeputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. 
Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
On the 8th day of June, 2016, the Defendant was found GUil TY by the verdict of a 
Jury, to the charge of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, 
METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code §37-2732(c)(1). 
A pre-sentence investigation report was received and reviewed by the Court. The 
Court received corrections and objections to the report from Defendant's counsel. The 
Court heard comments and recommendations from respective counsel and a statement 
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from the Defendant. 
The Defendant was asked by the Court if he had any legal cause to show why 
judgment should not be pronounced against him, and none was shown. 
Therefore: 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND ORDER OF PROBATION 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Idaho Code §19-2513, the Defendant shall 
be sentenced to the custody of the Idaho Department of Corrections for a UNIFIED TERM 
OF FIVE (5) YEARS OF WHICH TWO (2) YEARS ARE FIXED AND A SUBSEQUENT 
INDETERMINATE TERM OF THREE (3) YEARS. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the execution of said sentence be and the same is 
hereby SUSPENDED and the Defendant is hereby placed on probation to the Idaho State 
Board of Corrections for a period of FOUR (4) YEARS. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to I.C. §19-5507(2), the Defendant, if not 
incarcerated , shall report within 10 working days from the date of sentencing to the Idaho 
Department of Corrections for the collection of a DNA sample and thumbprint impression 
in accordance with procedures established by the bureau of forensic services. The 
Defendant is further notified that failure to provide the required DNA sample and/or 
thumbprint impression is a felony. Defendant's compliance with this order is a condition of 
probation and failure to comply with this order may result in violation of probation. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in addition to the standard terms and conditions 
(attached hereto) and the ones imposed by the Board of Corrections, this Court imposes 
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the following special terms and conditions: 
1 . The Defendant shall be responsible for the payment of 
restitution in this matter. The total amount of restitution 
due is $861_ .91. The name of each victim with the 
amount due each is as follows: 
• Forensic Services $411 .91 
• Bannock County Prosecutor's Office $450.00 
2. The Defendant shall pay a fine in the amount of 
$800.00. 
3. The Defendant shall pay the sum of $750.00 to the 
County for costs of defense, pursuant to Idaho Code 
19-854. 
4. The Defendant shall pay Statutory Court Costs in the 
amount of $285.50. 
5. Pursuant to Idaho Code §19-5506(6), you shall pay 
$100.00 for the cost of collecting the DNA sample 
and/or thumbprint impression. This amount will be 
collected by the Courts and paid directly to the Idaho 
State Police - Forensic Services, 700 S. Stratford 
Drive, Meridian, ID 83642. 
Payments shall commence on the day of 1st day of 
October, 2016, at the rate of $50.00 per month. 
PAYMENTS ARE TO BE MADE AT THE OFFICE OF 
BONDS & FINES, BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83201. 
6. Should the Defendant fail to pay restitution or other 
court-ordered financial obligations before the expiration 
of probation, the term of probation will be extended, 
without further order of the Court, until such time as the 
Defendant has completed payment of said court-
ordered obligations. 
7. Your probation officer will be granted ONE HUNDRED 
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TWENTY (120) DAYS of discretionary jail time. 
8. You will be required to complete ONE HUNDRED (100) 
HOURS of community service. This must be 
completed by 09/12/20. 
9. If the defendant does leave the State of Idaho, with or 
without permission, the defendant does hereby waive 
extradition to the State of Idaho and will not contest 
any effort to return him/her to the State of Idaho. 
10. You will not leave or attempt to leave the state or the 
assigned district in an effort to abscond or flee 
supervision. You will make yourself available for 
supervision and program participation as instructed 
by the probation officer and will not actively avoid 
supervision. 
Special Conditions on this Case 
1. You shall observe curfew restrictions as directed by your 
probation officer. 
2. You shall provide complete and truthful information to 
any psychological and/or physiological assessment when 
requested to do so by your supervising probation officer 
or therapist. 
3. You shall sign any Release of Information form that 
allows your supervising probation officer to communicate 
with professionals involved in your treatment. 
4. You shall not change treatment programs and/or 
providers without prior approval from your supervising 
probation officer. 
5. You shall pay for all financial obligations incurred for your 
counseling and treatment, unless otherwise paid for by 
another funding source. 
6. You shall inform current or potential employer of your 
crime(s). 
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7. You shall immediately inform your supervising probation 
officer if you are terminated or dismissed from work for 
any reason. 
8. You shall participate and comply with the electronic 
monitoring agreement or a daily schedule if requested to 
do so by your supervising probation officer. 
9. You shall attend AA/NA meetings per week and obtain a 
sponsor within four weeks. Defendant may, with the 
approval of the probation officer, use an alternative self-
help group rather than AA/NA as determined by the 
probation officer and/or treatment provider. 
DEFENDANT IS HEREWITH ADVISED THAT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE 
TERMS AND CONDITIONS SET FORTH HEREIN, THOSE SET FORTH IN THE 
PROBATION AGREEMENT ENTERED INTO WITH THE DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS 
AND ANY CONDITIONS SET FORTH IN ANY ORDER FOR WORK RELEASE 
GRANTED THE DEFENDANT SHALL BE CONSIDERED BY THE COURT AS A 
VIOLATION OF HER PROBATION. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if the Defendant lives up to all of the terms and 
conditions of her probation, the provisions of I.C. 19-2604(1) shall apply. However, in the 
event, the Defendant violates any of the terms and conditions of her probation, she will be 
brought back into Court and the sentence heretofore suspended will be reinstated. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the pre-sentence investigation report shall be 
sealed by Court order, and thereafter cannot be opened without a Court order authorizing 
release of the report or parts thereof. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any surety, cash, or property bond posted, if any, 
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is hereby EXON ERA TED. 
Defendant is herewith advised that in the event said Defendant desires to appeal 
the foregoing sentence, said appeal must be filed with the Idaho Supreme Court no later 
than forty-two (42) days from the date said sentence is imposed. 
DATED this 1 L1 day of September, 2016. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the ___ day of September, 2016, I served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing document u on each of the following individuals in the 
manner indicated . 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Probation & Parole 
Idaho State Police - BCI 
Judicial Enforcement 
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D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 236-7288 
D U.S. Mail 
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0Fax: 
0U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
D Fax: 237-2624 
D U.S. Mail 
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0Fax: 
D U.S. Mail 
~ E-Mail 
D Courthouse Box 
0Fax: 
Robert Poleki 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
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MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER OF PROBATION - JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION 
Page 7 of 7 
243 of 307
RANDALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-4147 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
~ti·· FILED 
- \"l 'JQt 'K COUNT 
.. - - '"' \ 
-n. -~- =- : i-lt COURr 
2016 0~ 9 !;§;9 
BY_ \ 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff/ Respondent 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka OLIN 
Defendant/ Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENTS, STATE OF IDAHO AND ITS ATTORNEY, 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN, ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY, AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE 
ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN: 
1. The above-named appellant appeals against the above-named respondent to the Idaho 
Supreme Court from the Minute Entry and Order, dated the 14TH day of September, 2016, the 
Honorable Robe1t C. Naftz, presiding. 
2. That the party has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the judgments 
or orders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders under and pursuant to Idaho 
Appellate Rule (I.A.R.) l l(c)(l-10). 
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3. A preliminary statement of the issues on appeal, which the appellant then intends 
to assert in the appeal, provided any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the appellant 
from asserting other issues on appeal, is/are: 
(a) Did the district court err in allowing evidence in the case in chief which was 
subject to the Motion to Suppress dated the 26th day of October, 2015? 
(b) Did the district court err in it's refusal to give Defendant's requested jury 
instructions? 
(c) Did the district court err in denying the Defendant's Motion to Set Aside 
Verdict, and Motion for New Trial dated the 14th day of June, 2016? 
4. There is a portion of the record that is sealed. That portion of the record that is sealed 
is the Pre-Sentence Investigation Report (PSI). 
5. Reporter's Transcript. The appellant requests the preparation of the entire 
reporter's standard transcript as defined in I.A.R. 25(c). The appellant also requests the 
preparation of the additional portions of the reporter's transcript: 
(a) Trial by Jury held on June 7, 2016 (Court Reporter: Stephanie Davis, More 
than 100 pages); 
(b) Sentencing Hearing held on September 12, 2016 (Court Reporter: 
Stephanie Davis, Less than 100 pages); 
( c) Motion to Suppress hearing held on December 3, 2016 (Court Reporter: 
Stephanie Davis, More than 100 pages). -
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19rn day of October, 2016, I served a true and correct 
copy of the above document upon the following: 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
Lawrence G. Wasden 
Attorney General for Idaho 
Statehouse, Room 210 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0010 
Stephen W. Kenyon 
Clerk of the Court 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0010 
State Appellate Public Defender's Office 
Chief Appellate Unit 
P.O. Box 2816 
Boise, ID 83701-2816 
By depositing a copy thereof in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, by first class mail to 
said attorney at the above address. 
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6. Clerk's Record. The appellant requests the standard clerk' s record pursuant to I.A.R. 
28(b)(2). The appellant requests the following documents to be included in the clerk's record, in 
addition to those automatically included under l.A.R. 28(b )(2): 
(a) Any exhibits, including but not limited to letters or victim impact statements, 
addendums to the PSI or other items offered at sentencing hearing. 
7. I certify: 
(a) That a copy of this Notice of Appeal has been served on the Court Reporter; 
(b) That the appellant is exempt from paying the estimated fee for the preparation 
of the record because the appellant is indigent. (Idaho Code §§ 31-3220, 3 l-
3220A, 1.A.R. 24(e)); 
(c) That there is no appellate filing fee since this is an appeal in a criminal case 
(LC. §§ 31-3220, 3 l-3220A, l.A.R. 23(a)(8)); 
(d) That arrangements have been made with Bannock County who will be 
responsible for paying for the reporter's transcript, as the client is indigent, 
Idaho Code§§ 31-3220, 31-3220A, I.A.R. 24(e); 
(e) That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to I.A.R 20. 
DATED this 19'"dayof0ctober,2~ ~ 
DALL DTcmii:rHfES 
Chief Public Defender 
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SEP 1 9 2016 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN AND 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COU_NTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA E HEINER, 
Defendant. 
C~s~ No:CR-2015-0007667-FE 
MINUTE ENTRY & ORDER OF 
PROBAllON 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION 
The above named Defendant appeared in Court on the 1ih day of September, 
2016, with her counsel, Randall D. Schulthies, for sentencing. Zachary Parris, Bannock 
CountyDeputy Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of Idaho. 
Stephanie Davis was the Court Reporter. 
On the 8th day of June, 2016, the Defendant was found GUil TY by the verdiet of a 
Jury, to the charge of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, 
METHAMPHETAMINE, Idaho Code §37-2732(c)(1). 
A pre-sentence investigation report was received and reviewed by the Court. The 
Court received corrections arid objections to the report from Defendant's counsel. The 
Court heard comment$ and recornrnendations from re~pective counsel and a statement 
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from the Defendant. 
The Defendant was asked by the Court if he had any legal cause to show why 
judgment should not be pronounced against him, and none was shown, 
Therefore: 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND ORDER OF PROBATION 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Idaho Code §19~2513, the Defendant shall 
be sentenced to the custody of the Idaho Department of Corrections for a UNIFIED TERM 
OF FIVE (5) YEARS OF WHICH TWO (2) YEARS ARE FIXED AND A SUBSEQUENT 
INDETERMINATE TERM OF THREE (3) YEARS. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the execution of said sentence be and the same is 
hereby SUSPENDED and the Defendant is hereby placed on probation to the Idaho State 
Board of Corrections for a period of FOUR (4) YEARS. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to 1.C. §19-5507(2), the Defendant, if not 
incarcerated, shall report within 10 working days from the date of sentencing to the Idaho 
Department of Corrections for the collection of a DNA sample and thumbprint impression 
in accordance with procedures established by the bureau of forensic services. The 
Defendant is further notified that failure to provide the required DNA sample and/or 
thumbprint impression is c1 felony. Defendant's compliance with this order is a condition of 
probation and failure to comply with this order may result· in violation of probation. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in addition to the standard terms and conditions 
(attached hereto) and the ones imposed by the Board of Corrections, this Court imposes 
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the following special terms and conditions: 
1. The Defendant shall be responsible for the payment of 
restitution in this matter. The total amount of restitution 
due is $861.91. The name of each victim with the 
amount due each is as follows: 
• Forensic Services $411.91 
• Bannock County Prosecutor's Office $450.00 
2. The Defendant shall pay a fine in the amount of 
$800.00. 
3. The Defendant shall pay the sum of $750.00 to the 
County for costs of defense, purs.uant to Idaho Code 
19-854. 
4. The Defendant shall pay Statutory Court Costs in the 
amount of $285.50. 
5. Pursuant to Idaho Code §19-5506(6), you shall pay 
$100.00 for the cost of collecting the DNA sample 
and/or thumbprint impression. This amount will be 
collected by the Courts and paid directly to the Idaho 
State Police - Forensic Services, 700 S . Stratford 
Drive, Meridian, ID 83642. 
Payments shall commence on the day of 1st day of 
October, 2016, at the rate of $50.00 per month. 
PAYMENTS ARE TO BE MADE AT THE OFFICE OF 
BONDS & FINES, BANNOCK COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83201. 
6. Should the Defendant fail to pay restitution or other 
court-ordered financial obligations before the expiration 
of probation, the term of probation will be extended, 
without further order of the Court, until such time as the 
Defendant has completed payment of said court-
ordered obligation$. 
7. Your probation officer will be granted ONE HUNDRED 
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TWENTY (120) DAYS of discretionary jail time. 
8. You will be required to complete ONE HUNDRED (100) 
HOURS of community seNice. This must be 
completed by 09/12/20. 
9. If the defendant does leave the State of Idaho, with or 
without permission, the defendant does hereby waive 
extradition to the State of Idaho and will not contest 
any effort to return .him/her to the State of Idaho. 
10. You will not leave or attempt to leave the state or the 
assigned district in an effort to abscond or flee 
supeNIsIon. You will make yourself available for 
supeNision and program participation as instructed 
by the probation officer and will not actively avoid 
supeNision. 
Special Conditions on this Case 
1. You shall obseNe curfew restrictions as directed by your 
probation officer. 
2. You shall provide complete and truthful information to 
any psychological and/or physiological assessment when 
requested to do so by your supervising probation officer 
or therapist. 
3. You shall sign any Release of Information form that 
allows your supeNising probation officer to communicate 
with professionals involved in your treatment. 
4. You shall not change treatment programs and/or 
providers without prior approval. from your supeNising 
probation officer. 
5. You shall pay for all financial obligations incurred for your 
counseling and treatment, unless otherwise paid for by 
another funding source. 
6. You shall inform current or potential employer of your 
crime(s). 
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7. You shall immediately inform your supervising probation 
officer if you are terminated or dismissed from work for 
any reason. 
8. You shall participate and comply with the electronic 
monitoring agreement or a daily schedule if requested to 
do so by your supervising probation officer. 
9. You shall attend AA/NA meetings per week and .obtain a 
sponsor within four weeks. Defendant may, with the 
approval of the probation officer, use an alternative self-
help group rather than AA/NA as determined by the 
probation officer and/or treatment provider. 
DEFENDANT IS HEREWITH ADVISED THAT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE 
TERMS AND CONDITIONS SET FORTH HEREIN, THOSE SET FORTH IN THE 
PROBATION AGREEMENT ENTERED INTO WITH THE DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS 
AND ANY CONDITIONS SET FORTH IN ANY ORDER FOR WORK RELEASE 
GRANTED THE DEFENDANT SHALL BE CONSIDERED BY THE COURT AS A 
VIOLATION OF HER PROBATION. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if the Defendant lives up to all of the terms and 
conditions of her probation, the provisions of I.C. 19-2604(1) shall apply. However, in the 
event, the Defendant violates any of the terms and conditions of her probation, she will be 
brought back into Court and the sentence heretofore suspended will be reinstated. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the pre-sentence investigation report shall be 
sealed by Court order, and thereafter cannot be opened without a Court order authorizing 
release of the report or parts thereof. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any surety, cash, or property bond posted, if any, 
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is hereby EXONERATED. 
Defendant is herewith advised that in the event said Defendant desires to appeal 
the foregoing sentence, said appeal must be filed with the Idaho Supreme Court no later 
than forty-two (42) days from the date said sentence is imposed. 
DATED this 14th day of September, 2016. 
/s/ 
------ --------
ROBERT C NAFTZ 
District Judge 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 14th day of September, 2016, I served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing document upon each of the following individuals 
in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
Randall Schulthies 
Probation & Parole 
Idaho State Police - BCI 
Judicial Enforcement 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICAL DJST~(61)ffecF1~J-I~, , . .. 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK... 1\ 2: JU 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
v. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka: OLIN, 
Plaintiff, 
Defendant. 
) 
) · 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
; . 
.... ' 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 
AND ORDER 
NATURE OF THE CASE 
This matter came before this Court pursuant to a Motion to Set Aside Verdict and Motion 
for New Trial filed by the defondant, Melissa Olin ("Olin" or "the Defendant"). This Cotlrt 
heard oral arguments regarding the motion on June 27, 2016. This Court then took the matter 
under advisement. After reviewing the entire file, including the brief filed by the Defendant, this 
Comt now issues this Memorandum Decision and Order. 
ISSUE 
Should this Court set aside the jury's ·guilty verdict and grant a new trial? 
STATEMENT OF EACTS 
On May 18, 2015, Trooper S. Call of the Idaho State Police observed a black Dodge 
truck traveling directly in front of his patrol vehicle. Trooper Call observed the registration on 
the rear license plate had expired in April. After confirming the expired license with the dispatch 
center, Trooper Call conducted a traffic stop on the truck. Trooper Call made contact with the 
driver of the vehicle, who was identified as Cody M. Olin. Mr. Olin told the lrooper his driver's 
license was suspended. The Defendant in this case, Melissa E. Olin, was a passenger in.the 
truck. Trooper Call informed Mr. Olin of the reason for· the traffic stop and then proceeded to 
conduct a driver's check on both ot'the Olins. As a result of that check, Trooper Call confirmed 
that Mr. Olin's driving status was invalid and-further learned that he had a misdemeanor warrant 
Memorandum Decision.and Order 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE 
State v, Olin 
Page I 
255 of 307
for his arrest"based on a probation violation out of Bonneville County. Trooper Call also 
discovered the Defendant's license was suspended out of California. Trooper Call then 
requested another officer to assist him with the stop. Officer P. Boll from the Pocatello Police 
anived on the scene, and Trooper Call proceeded to arrest Mr. Olin on the basis .of the 
Bonneville C0.unty warrant. (Officer Probable Cause Statement, May 18, 2015, 2.) 1 After Mr. 
Olin was handcuffed, Trooper Call conducted a pafdown search. Jn the course of that search, 
Trooper Call located a plastic bag inside Mr. Olin's baseball cap. A white crystal substance was 
inside the bag, and, upon·questioning by the trooper, Mr. Olin "stated that [the substance in the 
bag] was methamphetamine." (/d.)2 
Eventually, Trooper Call made contact with the Defendant, asking her to step outside of 
the truck. Trooper Call informed the Defendant he was going to search the vehicle. He observed 
a purse on the floor board where the Defendant had been sitting. Ms: Olin confirmed the purse 
belonged to her. Trooper Call searched the purse and discovered other small coin pmses within 
the purse. Inside a black coin purse, Trooper Call discovered a white bag with a white residue. 
Upon inquiry, the Defendant stated the white substance was aspirin. Trooper Call then found a 
blue coin purse, which held a black plastic bag. That black plastic bag also contained a white 
residue. A Narcotics Identification Kit test ("NIK test") was conducted on both of the plastic 
bags. The black bag with white residue tested presumptive positive for methamphetamine. The 
white bag with residue did not test presumptive positive for methamphetamine. Following the 
results of the NIK test, Trooper Call placed the Defondant under arrest for methamphetamine. 
No other illegal items were found in the vehicle. 
Both suspects were eventually transported to the Bannock County Jail. Mr. Olin was 
incarcerated on his outstanding warrant. Thereafter, Trooper Call cited ·Mr. Olin for driving on 
an invalid license, and he was released. (Id. at 3.) The Defendant was booked into the Bannock 
County Jail on a charge of possession of methamphetamine. 
1 "! infortned Cody [Olin] that he had a warrant for his arrest out of Bonneville County. I informed [Mr. Olin] that 
he was under arrest for the ,varrant . ... " 
2 Aller Mr. Olin was arrested ·and taken to the Bannock County Jail, the .substance found on his person was tested 
with a NIK kit. The substance showed a presumptive positive for methamphetamine. (Officer Probable Cause 
Statement at 3.) 
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The Defendanfs case proceeded to trial where a jury unanimously found her guilty of 
possession of a controlled substance, Methamphetamine. Defendant now seeks to set aside that 
jury verdict and have a new trial. 
DISCUSSION 
ldaho Code (LC.) § 19-2406 establishes the grounds in which a 1tial comt can grant an 
application for a new trial.3 One of the conditions for granting a new trial is "[W]hen the court 
has misdirected the jury in a matter of law, or has erred in the decision of any questions of law 
arising during the course of the trial. ll)AHO CODE ANN.§ 19-2406(5)(2015). However, if the 
instructions taken as a whole, fairly and adequately pt'esent the issues, state the applicable law, 
and do not mislead the jury or prejudice a party, then there is no reversible error. State v. 
Armstrong, 142 Idaho 62, 65, 122 P .3d 321, 324 (Idaho Ct.App 2005). 
The Defendant argues this Court erred in not giving a requested supplemental jury 
instruction. The proposc9 instruction would have instructed thejury that persons who commit an 
act under an ignorance or mistake of fact do not have the necessary criminal intent.4 
T1TLE 19 
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 
CHAPTER24 
EXCEPTIONS -- NEW TRIAL -- ARREST Of JUDGMENT 
19-2406. GROUNDS FOR NEW TRIAL. When a verdict has been rendered agalnst the defendant th~ court 
may, upon his application, grant a new trial in the following cases only: 
l . When the trial has been had in his absence, if the indictment is for a felor1y. 
2. When the jury has received any evidence out of court other than that resulting from a view of the 
preniises. 
3. When the jury has separated without leave of the court a!l:er retiring to deliberate upon their verdict, or 
been guilty of any misconduct by-which a fair and due consideration of the case has been prevented. · 
4. When the verdict has been decided by lot or by any means other.than a fair expression of opiniQ_n on the 
part of all the jurors. 
5. When the court has misdirected the jury in a matter of law, or has erred in the decision of any question of 
law arising during the course of the trial. 
6. When the verdict is contra.ry to law or evidence. 
7. When new evidence is discovered material to the defendant, and which he could not with reasonable 
diligence have discovered and produced at the trial. When a motion for a new trial is made upon the ground of 
newly-discovered evidence, the defendant must produce at the hearing in support thereof the affidavits of the 
wilnesses by whom such evidence is expected to be given, and if time is required by the defendant to procure such 
affidavits the court may postpone the hearing of the motion for .sucldength of time as, under all the circumstances of 
the case, may seem reasonable. · 
DEFENDANT'S REQUSETED . 
INSTRLJCTION NO. 13 
YOU ARE INSTRUC1'ED THAT: 
All persons are capable of committing crimes, except those belonging Lo the followlng classes: 
I. Persons who committed the act or made the omission charge under an ignorance or mistake 
of fact. which disproves any criminal intent. 
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The crime of possessi01i of a controlled substance is a crime requiring general intent, 
which is satisfied when the defendant knowingly performs the prohibited acts. State v. Hopper, 
142 Idaho 512, 514·, 129 P .3d 1261, 1263 (Ct.App.2005). This type of offense therefore requires 
knowledge that the person is in possession of the named substance or another controlled 
substance. State v. Blake, 133 Idaho 237, 241, 985 P.2d 117, 121 (1999). Ignorance or mistake 
of fact is only a defense to a cr"ime having a specific intent as an elernent. State v. Stiffler, 117 
Idaho 405, 407, 788 P.2d 220, 222 (1990). In addition, ldaho Criminal Jury lnstrnction (ICJJ) 
403 states that in order for a defendant to be guilty of possession of a controlled substance; the 
sta~e must prove the defendant possessed the substance and "the defendant either knew it was 
(name of substance) or be_lieved it was a controlled substance." Hopper, 142 Idaho at 514. The 
pattern Idaho criminal jury instructions are presumptively correct. State v. Cuevas-Hernandez, 
140 Idaho 373, 376, 93 P.3d 704, 707 (Idaho Ct.App.2004) (overturned on other grounds). The 
Idaho Supreme Cow1 has approved the patternjury instructions -and has recommended that the 
trial courts use the instructions unless a different instruction would more effectively, accurately, 
or clearly state the law. Cuevas-Hetnandez, l 40 Idaho at 3 76. Therefore, "the ldaho Supreme 
Court recommends that trial courts use a jury instruction which indicates that a defendant's belief 
he or she possessed a controlled substance is sufficient to establish the requisite criminal intent." 
Hopper, 142 Idaho at 514. 
This Court, without objection from either counsel, used ICJl 403 to instruct the jury with 
regard to possession of a controlled substance. Contained within that instruction is the 
requirement that the State prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant knew it was 
methamphetamine or another controlled substance. The knowledge element requires that the 
defendant know the identity of the substance. Blake, 133 Idaho at 242. "The defendant's 
ignorance of the presence of the substance, or belief that it was an· innocuous material, if believed 
by the jury, would be exculpatory." State v. Armstrong, 142 Idaho 62, 65, 122 P.3d 321,324 
(Ct.App.2005). The required knowledge of the presence of a controlled substance may be 
proved by direct evidence or may be inferred from the circumstances. Armstrong, 142 Idaho at 
65. 
l!1 this case, there was evidence introduced at trial that suggested that one of the baggies 
contained aspirin residue and that the other baggie contained methamphetamine residue. The 
Defendant's son testified that he brought his mother aspirin in a white baggie that he had used to 
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store methamphetamine. The lab tecbnician testified that she only tested the black baggie and it 
tested positive for methamphetamine. The Defendant took the stand and testified that she did not 
know that either baggie contained methamphetamine residue. 
The Defelldant requested that the jury be instructed that ignorance of a fact dis_proves 
criminal intent. This Court declined to give the proposed instruction relying instead on the 
general intent reqt1irement contained in ICJI 403. Idaho Code§ l 9-2132(a.) requil'es that a trial 
court must inst111ct a jury on 11all matters of law necessary for their information." A requested 
instruction must be given where: ( 1) it properly states the governing law· (2) a re~sonable view 
of the evidence would support the defendant's legal theory; (3) it is not addressed adequately by 
other jury instructions; and (4) it does not constitute an imp~nnissible comment as to the 
evidence. State v. Beeks, 159 Idaho 223,358 P.3d 784, 793 (Ct.App.2015). This Cou11 
concludes the crime of possession of a controJled substance requires the element of ge11eral 
intent. An instruction regarding ignorance or a mistake of fact is only a defense to a crime 
having specific intent as an element. Therefore, the Defendant's proposed ·instruction did not 
properly state the governing law, and the element of geneial intent was adequately covered by 
ICJJ 403. 
CONCLUSION 
Por the reasons stated above, the Defendant's Motion to Set Aside the Jury Verdict and 
Motion for a New Trial is DENIED. Sentencing will proceed as previously set. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this July 13, 2016. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MELISSA OLIN, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
ORDER 
NATURE OF THE ACTION 
This matter came before this Court pursuant to a Motion to Suppress submitted by the 
defendant, Melissa Olin. However, that motion was not filed on time, requiring the Defendant to 
also request leave from this Court to proceed with her motion. The Defendant reasoned this 
Court should hear her late-filed Motion to Suppress on the basis that she had "considered doing 
confidential work for the police department" but had ''recently decided not to follow through." 
(Mot. to Consider Mot. to Suppress Timely Filed, Oct. 26, 2015.) During oral argwnents, 
defense counsel further explained the Defendant had been approached to act as an informant. 
According to counsel, the Defendant mistakenly believed that work would resolve her case, 
causing her to overlook the filing deadlines. However, when it became clear the case would 
continue forward, the Defendant sought to suppress certain evidence. Counsel for the Defendant 
Memorandum Decision and Order Page· I 
Case No. CR-2015-7667-FE 
Re: Defendant's Motion to Suppress 
261 of 307
argued the lateness of the Motion to Suppress amounted to excusable neglect, and it would not 
prejudice the State if the motion were allowed to move forward. The State objected to the 
Defendant's request to be heard on the untimely Motion to Suppress, as well as the Motion to 
Suppress itself. The State first reasoned the Motion to Suppress was filed outside of the time 
frames set forth in Idaho Criminal Rule 12(b), as well as this Court's minute entry and orders, 
which lateness resulted in a waiver of the Defendant's right to suppress evidence. The State 
further argued: "There has been no showing of good cause or excusable neglect by the 
Defendant concerning this Motion to Suppress and relief should not be given by this Court." 
(Obj. to Def's Mot. to Suppress and _Mot. to Consider Mots. Timely Filed, Nov. 3, 2015, 2.) 
Oral arguments regarding the timeliness issue and the Motion to Suppress were taken on 
December 3, 2015. After listening to the parties' initial arguments regarding timeliness, this 
Court ruled from the bench and granted the Defendant's request to hear her Motion to Suppress. 
In the interest of justice, this Court determined the Defendant should have the opportunity to be 
heard. Further, this Court found that while the motion was untimely, the criminal rules are 
intended to ensure justice, and there was nothing to indicate the State would be prejudiced by 
allowing the Motion to Suppress to go forward. The parties' arguments regarding the Motion to 
Suppress followed, with this Court taking that issue under advisement. 
No supporting briefs were submitted, and both parties declined this Court's invitation to 
submit written argument in addition to their oral arguments. This Court has now reviewed the 
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entire file and considered the oral arguments presented. An evidentiary hearing was also 
previously conducted, and this Court took that proceeding into consideration, as well. Based on 
all the infonnation presented, this Court now issues this Memorandum Decision and Order. 
ISSUE 
1. Whether to grant the Defendant's Motion to Suppress. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
On May 18, 2015, Trooper S. Call of the Idaho State Police, observed a black Dodge 
truck traveling directly in front of his patrol vehicle. Trooper Call observed the registration on 
the rear license plate had expired in April. After confirming the expired license with the dispatch 
center, Trooper Call conducted a traffic stop on the truck. Trooper Call made contact with the 
driver of the vehicle, who was identified as Cody M. Olin. Mr. Olin told the trooper his driver's 
license was suspended. The Defendant in this case, Melissa E. Olin, was a passenger in the 
truck. Trooper Call informed Mr. Olin of the reason for the traffic stop and then proceeded to 
conduct a driver's check on both of the Olins. As a result of that check, Trooper Call confirmed 
that Mr. Olin's driving status was invalid and further learned that he had a misdemeanor warrant 
for his arrest based on a probation violation out of Bonneville County. Trooper Call also 
discovered the Defendant's license was suspended out of California. Trooper Call then requested 
another officer to assist him with the stop. Officer P. Boll from the Pocatello Police arrived on 
the scene, and Trooper Call proceeded to arrest Mr. Olin on the basis of the Bonneville County 
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warrant, (Officer Probable Cause Statement, May 18, 2015, 2.)1 After Mr. Olin was handcuffed, 
Trooper Call conducted a pat down search. In the course of that search, Trooper Call located a 
plastic bag inside Mr. Olin's baseball cap. A white crystal substance was inside the bag, and, 
upon questioning by the trooper, Mr. Olin "stated that [the substance in the bag] was 
methamphetamine." (Jd.)2 
Eventually, Trooper Call made contact with the Defendant, asking her to step outside of 
the truck. Trooper Call informed the Defendant he was going to search the vehicle. He observed 
a purse on the floor board where the Defendant had been sitting. Ms. Olin confirmed the purse 
belonged to her. Trooper Call searched the purse and discovered other small coin purses within 
the purse. Inside a black coin purse, Trooper CaH discovered a white bag with a white residue. 
Upon inquiry, the Defendant stated the white substance was aspirin. Trooper Call then found a 
blue coin purse, which held a black plastic bag. That black plastic bag also contained a white 
residue. A Narcotics Identification Kit test ("NIK test") was conducted on both of the plastic 
bags. The black bag with white residue tested presumptive positive for methamphetamine. The 
white bag with residue did not test presumptive positive for metharnphetamine. Following the 
results of the_ NIK test, Trooper Call placed the Defendant under arrest for methamphetamine. 
1 "I infonned Cody [Olin] that he had a warrant for his arrest· out of Bonneville County. I informed [Mr. Olin} that 
he was under arrest for the warrant. ... " 
2 After Mr. Olin was arre[ited and taken to the Bannock County Jail, the substance found on his person was tested 
with a NIK kit. The substance showed a presumptive positive for methamphetamine. (Officer Probable Cause 
Statement at 3.) 
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No other illegal items were found in the vehicle·. 
Both suspects were eventually transported to the Bannock County Jail. Mr. Olin was 
incarcerated on his outstanding warrant. Thereafter, Trooper Call cited Mr. Olin for driving on 
an invalid license, and he was released. (Id. at 3.) The Defendant was booked into the Bannock 
County Jail on a charge of possession of metharnphetarnine. 
DISCUSSION 
The Defendant is arguing the methamphetamine discovered in her purse must be 
suppressed because the police had no probable cause to conduct a search of the truck or the 
Defendant's personal belongings. 
1. Whether the pretextual nature of the stop invalidates the sear,ch. 
The stop of the vehicle in this case was pretextual in nature due to suspected drug 
activity. Counsel for the Defendant questioned Officer Call about the pretextual nature of the 
stop. Officer Call admitted that when he stopped the truck for the registration violation, that was 
not his "prime purpose" and that Mr. Olin was never cited for failure to register. (Ct. Rep. 's Tr. 
of Proceedings, Dec. 3, 2015, 31 :24-32:15; 33:15-17.) While counsel for the Defendant declined 
to pursue this issue further during his examination of the officer; he did make the following 
additional statements during closing arguments: "And, obviously, based on Officer Call's 
testimony, this was basically a pretextual stop. There was no intention to pursue the driving 
violation or the expired registration. He wasn't even cited for it." (Id. at 57:19-23.) The State 
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acknowledged the police were on the lookout for Mr. Olin's vehicle, but argued the vehicle was 
still lawfully stopped based on Officer Call's observation that the truck was operating with an 
expired registration. (Id. at 53: 1-9 .) 
It is undisputed the nature of the stop here was pretextual. While the pretextual nature of 
the stop does not appear to be the basis for the Defendant's Motion to Suppress, this Court took 
note of the arguments made and will briefly address the issue. First, the Idaho Court of Appeals 
has determined that "when an officer has an objectively reasonable basis for making an 
investigative stop, the officer's subjective motive or actual state of mind is irrelevant." State v. 
Myers, 118 Idaho 608, 610, 798 ~ .2d 453, 455 (Idaho Ct.App. 1990). In the Myers case, the 
Idaho Court of Appeals specifically found: 
[T]he officer had an objectively reasonable basis for making the stop. In fact, the officer 
who stopped Myers had probable cause to make the stop because of the observed traffic 
infraction. Consequently, any underlying motive of Detective Tudbury in stopping 
Myers' vehicle as a pretext to search for drugs was irrelevant because the stop was 
justified by an objectively reasonable basis. 
Jd.(internal citations omitted). 
This case is similar. Although Officer Call clearly intended to conduct a search of the 
vehicle prior to initiating the stop and such stop was therefore a pretext to search for drugs, any 
motive of Officer Call is irrelevant because the stop here was justified by an objectively 
reasonable basis. The stop was based upon reasonable suspicion the Defendant's vehicle was 
being driven contrary to traffic laws, specifically the vehicle's registration was expired. Thus, 
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the stop of Mr. Olin's truck for violating traffic laws was consistent with Fourth Amendment 
protections. As such, there is no need to further discuss whether the pretextual nature of the stop 
invalidates the eventual search of the Defendant. 
2. Whether there was probable cause to conduct a search of the Defendant's purse. 
The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article I,§ 17 of the Idaho 
Constitution protect the "right of people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers and effects 
against unreasonable searches and seizures." U.S. v. Sharpe, 470 U.S. 675, 681 (1985); 
Silverman v. U.S., 365 U.S. 505,511 (1961). There is a strong presumption that a warrantless 
search is unreasonable. State v. Curl, 125 Idaho 224,225, 869 P.2d 224,225 (1993). Therefore, 
a warrantless search is prohibited unless the search falls within one of the judicially recognized 
exceptions to the warrant requirement. Cal. v. Acevedo, 500 U.S. 565, 580 (1_991); State v. 
Prewitt, 136 Idaho 547, 550, 38 P.3d 126, 129 (Idaho Ct. App. 2001). The burden is on the state 
to justify a warrantless search. Curl, 125 Idaho at 225, 869 P.2d at 225. 
In this case, the State had no warrant to search. However, the State argues the search of 
the Defendant's purse was ultimately justified by the automobile exception to the warrant 
requirement. The State submits that Officer Call developed the probable cause necessary to 
conduct a search of the vehicle and any containers within the vehicle after discovering 
methamphetamine on the person of the arrestee during the course of a lawful search incident to 
arrest. 
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a. The warrantless search contemporaneous to the arrest of Mr. Olin was 
justified under the circumstances. · 
"Searches incident to arrest are one of the well-established exceptions to the warrant 
requirement. Chime! v. California, 395 U.S. 752, 89 S.Ct. 2034, 23 L.Ed.2d 685 (1969); 
Mcintee, 124 Idaho at 804, 864 P.2d at 642." State v. LaMay, 140 Idaho 835, 838, 103 P.3d 448, 
451 (2004). "In Chime/, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld a search of the person arrested and the 
area within his immediate control. The stated justifications for a search contemporaneous to an 
arrest are the need to prevent physical hann to the arresting officer, destruction of evidence and 
possession of weapons to use in order to resist arrest or effect [sic] an escape." State· v. Mcintee, 
124 Idaho 803,804,854. P.2d 641,642 (Idaho Ct.App. 1993)(intemal citation omitted). In 
addition, "Chime! defined the justification of n search incident to arrest to extend only to 'the 
arrestee's person and the area "within his immediate control," -construing that phrase to mean 
the area from within which he might gain possession of a weapon or destructible evidence.'" 
LaMay, 140 Idaho at 838, 103 P.3d at 451(intemal citation omitted). Indeed, "'[t]he permissible 
scope and purpose of a search incident to arrest is not limited to the removal of weapons but 
inch.ides the discovery and seizures of evidence of crime ... .' Moore, 129 Idaho at 781, 932 
P.2d at 904." State v. Cox, 136 Idaho 858, 863, 41 P.3d 744, 749 (Idaho Ct.App. 2002). 
This Court finds the search of the driver was justified as a warrantless search incident to 
arrest. First, there is no dispute Mr. Olin was lawfully arrested. Trooper Call conducted the 
search contemporaneous to Mr. Olin's arrest, limiting that search to the arrestee's person and 
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justified by the need to prevent physical harm to the officer, destruction of evidence and removal 
of weapons. Thus, the trooper's actions in searching the arrestee without a warrant clearly fall 
within the search incident to arrest exception. The question now is whether that lawful search, 
which resulted in the discovery of evidence of a potential crime, justified the further search of the 
truck and its containers under the automobile exception, as urged by the State. 
b. The search incident to arrest provided the probable cause to allow the police 
to search the truck, as well as the Defendant's purse, under the automobile 
exception to the warrant requirement. · 
As explained, in the course of the search incident to arrest, Officer Call discovered a 
baggie inside the arrestee's_hat. That baggie contained a white residue, which Mr. Olin stated 
was metharnphetamine. The State argues that based on that discovery of evidence of a crime 
during the contemporaneous search incident to arrest, and in light of the fact that the arrestee was 
a recent occupant of the vehicle, the police developed the necessary probable cause to then 
conduct a warrantless search of the arrestee's truck and any containers within the truck in order 
to look for further evidence of criminal activity, under the automobile exception. In response, the 
Defendant argues the methamphetamine discovered in her purse must be suppressed because the 
police had no probable cause to conduct a search of the truck or the Defendant's personal 
belongings based on Arizona v. Gant, 556 U.S. 332, 129 S.Ct. 1710 (2009). Citing to that case, 
the Defendant argues the discovery of alleged meth on the arrestee's person did not provide the 
officer with the necessary probable cause to then search the arrestee's vehicle and the 
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Defendant's purse because the discovery of the methamphetamine was unrelated to the crime of 
Mr. Olin's arrest for driving on a suspended license. Thus, resolution of this matter hinges on the 
search parameters as set forth in Gant. 
1. Arizona v. Gant does not require the evidence to be suppl'essed. 
In the Gant case, the United States Supreme Court clarified the authority of the police to 
search vehicles as a contemporaneous incident of a recent occupant's lawful arrest. The 
circumstances under which the police may search a vehicle incident to a recent occupant's arrest 
were narrowed in certain instances to allow for a search "only if the arrestee is within reaching 
distance of the passenger compartment at the time of the search or it is reasonable to believe the 
vehicle contains evidence of the offense of arrest." Gant, 556 U.S. 332, 351, 129 S.Ct. 1710 at 
1723-24. The Defendant relies on that language to argue the search of the Defendant's purse was 
not justified because the arrestee was already secured by handcuffs and in a patrol car at the time 
of the search, and there was no reason to believe the truck contained evidence of the offense of a 
driving violation. which the Defendant points to as the basis for Mr. Olin's arrest. 3 
This Court agrees with the Defendant's assertion that Mr. Olin's arrest was not related to 
any drug offense, and the subsequent search of his vehicle cannot be based on any proximity 
argument or on any kind of reasonable belief that the vehicle contained evidence of the crime of 
3 In his probable cause statement, Trooper Call stated Mr. Olin was placed under arrest for the warrant out of 
Bonneville County. He also stated that Mr. Olin was "cited and released ... for invalid driver's license," (Officer 
Probable Cause Statement at 3.) During oral arguments on this matter, Trooper Call testified that the reason for the 
arrest was a driving violation. Despite these somewhat conflicting justifications for the arrest of Mr. Olin, there is 
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arrest. However, t_he Defendanfs argwnent fails to take into accouq.t the larger holding in Gant 
regarding searches incident to arrest. Our Supreme Court also stated that in the absence of the 
justifications pertaining to access to the vehicle and evidence of the crime of arrest, Gant still 
upholds a warrantless search of the arrestee's vehicle if the police "show that another exception 
to the warrant requirement applies." Id. The relevant holding in Gant provides in full: 
Police may search a vehicle incident to a recent occupant's arrest only if the arrestee is 
within reaching distance of the passenger compartment at the time of the search or it is 
reasonable to believe the vehicle contains evidence of the offense of arrest. When these 
justifications are absent, a search of an arrestee's vehicle will be unreasonable unless 
police obtain a warrant or show that another exception to the warrant requirement 
applies. 
Id. (emphases added). Based on that additional language, the State argues the prohibitions 
contained in Gant are inapplicable here because the search can be justified on the basis of 
another exception to the warrant requirement, namely the automobile exception. 
Under the automobile exception to the warrant requirement, "the police are pem1itted to 
'search an automobile and the containers within it where they have probable cause to believe 
contraband or evidence is contained."' State v. Murphy, 129 Idaho 861, 863, 934 P.2d 34, 36 
(Idaho Ct.App. 1997)(quoting State v. Gallegos, 120 Idaho 894, 898, 821 P.2d 949, 953 (1991), 
quoting Acevedo, 500 U.S. at 580, 111 S.Ct. at 1991.)) Probable cause is defined as "a flexible, 
common-sense standard. A practical, nontechnical probability that incriminating evidence is 
involved is all that is required." Id. (internal citations omitted). The Idaho Court of Appeals has 
still nothing in the record to show that Mr. Olin was arrested on the basis of any drug-related offense. 
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explained the automobile exception as follows: 
The automobile exception to the warrant requirement allows law enforcement officers to 
conduct warrantless searches of automobiles if they have probable cause to believe that 
the automobile contains contraband or evidence of a crime. Carroll v. United States, 267 
U.S. 132, 45 S.Ct. 280, 69 L.Ed. 543 (1925). These searches may include the search of 
any container within the car if the container could reasonably contain the suspected 
contraband or evidence. United States v. Ross, 456 U.S. 798. 825. 102 S.Ct. 2157, 2173. 
72 L.Ed.2d 572, 594 (1982). Probable cause is the possession of information that would 
lead a person of ordinary care and prudence to believe or entertain an honest and strong 
presumption that such person is guilty. State v. Julian, 129 Idaho 133, 137. 922 P.2d 
1059, 1063 (1996). When analyzing the existence · of probable cause, this Court must 
determine whether the facts available to the officers at the moment of the search 
warranted a person of reasonable caution to believe that the action taken was appropriate. 
Julian, 129 Idaho at 136,922 P.2d at 1062; State v. Hobson, 95 Idaho 920,925,523 P.2d 
523, 528 (1974). The facts making up the probability are viewed from an objective 
standpoint. Julian, 129 Idaho at 136-37, 922 P.2d at 1062-63. Additionally, in passing on 
the question of probable cause, the expertise and experience of the officer may be taken 
into account. State v. Ramirez, 121 Idaho 319,323.824 P.2d 894. 898 (Ct.App.1991). 
State v. Gomez, 144 Idaho 865, 870, 172 P.3d 1140, 1145 (Idaho Ct.App. 2007). In the case of 
State v. Newman, 149 Idaho 596, 237 P.3d 1222 the Idaho Court of Appeals further stated: 
In determining whether probable cause to search exists, the facts known to the officers 
must be judged in accordance with the factual and practical considerations of everyday 
life on which reasonable and prudent people act. If probable cause exists to believe a 
vehicle contains evidence of criminal activity, the search of any area of the vehicle in 
which the evidence might be found is authorized; the scope of such a search includes 
evidence relevant to offynses other than the offense of arrest. 
149 Idaho at 600. Furthermore, 
If probable cause justifies the search of a lawfully-stopped vehicle, it justifies the search 
of every part of the vehicle and its contents that may conceal the object of the· search. The 
scope of a warrantless search of an automobile is not defined by the nature of the 
container in which the contraband is secreted. Rather, it is defined by the object of the 
search and the places in which there is probable cause to believe that it may be found. 
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1 
State v. Smith, 152 Idaho 115,120,266 P.3d 1220, 1225 (Idaho Ct.App. 2011)(intemal citations 
omitted); see also Wyoming v. Houghton, 526 U.S. 295, 307, 119 S.Ct. 1297, 1304 
(1999)("[P]olice officers with probable cause to search a car may inspect passengers' belongings 
found in the car that are capable of concealing the object of the search.") 
It is clear from the record in this case that a warrantless search was conducted on the basis 
of the automobile exception after the officer developed the required probable cause as a result of 
the search incident to arrest conducted on Mr. Olin. Specifically, the discovery of a bag 
containing a white substance located on the arrestee's person, which the arrestee stated was 
methamphetamine, clearly provided Trooper Call with a reasonable belief that the vehicle 
contained evidence of criminal activity. Furthermore, that probable cause to search the vehicle 
allowed for the inspection of the passenger's belongings. The Defendant does not dispute that 
she was a passenger in the truck or that her purse was located in the truck. A purse is certainly 
capable of concealing drugs and/or drug paraphernalia. Furthermore, the Defendant made no 
argument that even assuming the officer had probable cause to search the vehicle that there was 
anything illegal about the search of the Defendant's purse. As recognized by the Gant court, 
there are other established exceptions to the warrant requirement, including specific authorization 
to search any area of a vehicle as long as there is probable cause to believe the vehicle contains 
evidence of criminal activity. State v. Cantrell, 149 Idaho 247, 252, 233 P.3d 178, 183 (Idaho 
Ct.App. 2010) . . 
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In this case, there is no dispute Officer Call conducted a lawful stop of the vehicle in 
which the Defendant was a passenger. Further, the Defendant did not argue that the arrest of Mr. 
Olin or the subsequent pat down were illegal. From that lawful search incident to arrest, Officer 
Call developed the probable cause necessary to conduct a search of the truck pursuant to the 
automobile exception. As such, the portion of the holding in Arizona v. Gant prohibiting a 
· search incident to arrest unless the anestee is within reaching distance of the passenger 
compartment at the time of the search or it is reasonable to believe the vehicle contains evidence 
of the offense of arrest, is not applicable to the suppression issue before this Court. The search of 
the Defendant's purse was justified on the basis of another exception to the warrant requirement 
- specifically, the automobile exception derived from Carroll v. US., 267 U.S. 132, 45 S.Ct. 280 
(1925). 
CONCLUSION 
While the.police had no warrant to conduct a search of the Defendant's purse in this case, 
the State has met its burden of overcoming the strong presumption that the warrantless search 
was invalid. The State established the necessary probable cause to search the arrestee's truck, 
including the search of the Defendant's purse, which was located inside the truck, on the basis of 
the automobile exception. The lawful search incident to arrest provided the police with the 
probable cause necessary to conduct a warrantless search of the vehicle and its containers based 
on the belief that the vehicle contained contraband or evidence of a crime. The Defendant 
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reasoned the search was unlawful under Gant; arguing the holding of that case prohibited the 
search of the vehicle because it was not reasonable to believe the vehicle contained evidence of 
the offense of arrest. However, that particular prong of the Gant ruling is not applicable in this 
case since law enforcement established separate probable cause to search the vehicle under the 
automobile exception. 
Therefore, the Defendant's Motion to Suppress is hereby DENIED. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this IS' day of January, 2016. 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. J 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
Now that you have been sworn as jurors to try this case, I want to go over 
with you what will be happening. I will describe how the trial will be 
conducted and what we will be doing. At the end of the .trial , I will give you 
more detailed guidance on how you are to reach your decision. 
Because the state has the burden of proof, it goes first. After the 
state's opening statement, the defense may make an opening statement, or may 
wait until the state has presented its case. 
The state will offer evidence that it says will support t he charge(s) 
against the defendant. The defense may then present evidence , but is not 
required to do so. If the defense does present evidence, the state may then 
present rebuttal evidence . This is evidence offered to answer the 
defense's evidence. 
After you have heard all the evidence, I will give you additional 
instructions on the law. After you have heard the instructions, the state and 
the defense will each be given time for closing arguments. In their closing 
arguments, they will summarize the evidence to help you understand how it 
relates to the law. Just as the opening statements are not evidence, neither 
are the closing arguments, After the closing arguments, you will leave the 
courtroom toge~her to make your decision. During your deliberations, you will 
have with you my instructions, the exhibits admitted into evidence and any 
notes taken by you in court. 
ICJI 101 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO . ~ 
This criminal case has been brought by the state of Idaho . I will 
sometimes refer to the state as the prosecution. The state is 
represented at this trial by the prosecuting attorney, JaNiece Price. 
he defendant , Melissa Olin, is represented by a lawyer, Randall D. 
Schulthies . 
The defendant is charged by the state of Idaho with violation of 
law. The charge against the defendant is contained in the Complaint. 
The clerk shall read the Complaint , and state the defendant's plea. 
The Complaint is simply a description of the charge; it is not 
evidence. 
Comment 
I.e . s 19-2101 requires that the clerk read the information or 
indictment in all felony cases . 
ICJI 102 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 8 
Under our law and system of justice, the defendant is presumed to 
be innocent . The presumption of innocence means two things. 
First, the state has the burden of proving the defendant guilty. 
The state has that burden throughout the trial . The defendant is never 
required to prove [his] [her) innocence, nor does the defendant ever 
have to produce any evidence at all. 
Second, the state must prove the alleged crime beyond a 
reas6nable doubt. A reasonable doubt is not a mere possible or 
imaginary doubt. It is a doubt based on reason and common sense. It 
may arise from a careful and impartial consideration of all the 
evidence, or from lack of evidence. If after considering all the 
evidence you have a reasonable doubt about the defendant ' s gu i lt, you 
must find the defendant not guilty . 
Comment 
The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment requires that the 
jury be instructed on the presumption of innocence. Taylor v. 
Kentucky, 436 U. S. 478 (1977). Although technically not a 
"presumption", the presumption of innocence is a way of describing the 
prosecution's duty both to produce evidence of guilt and to convince 
the jury beyond a reasonable doubt . Id. 
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"The beyond a reasonable doubt standard is a requirement of due 
process, but the Consti tution neither prohibits trial courts from 
defining reasonable doubt nor requires them to do so as a matter of 
course. Indeed, so long as the court instructs the jury on the 
necessity that the defendant's guilt be proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt, the Constitution does not require that any particular form of 
words be used in advising the jury of the government's burden of 
proof. Rather, 'taken as a whole, the instructions [must] correctly 
conve[y] the concept of reasonable doubt to the jury.'" Victor v . 
Nebraska, 511 U. S. 1, 5 (1994} (citations omi tted). 
The above instruction reflects the view that it is preferable to 
instruct the jury on the meaning of proof beyond a reasonable doubt. 
This instruction defines that term concisely while avoiding the 
pitfalls arising from some other attempts to define this concept. 
ICJI 103 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. '-/-
Your duties are to determine the facts, to apply the law set forth 
in my instructions to those facts, and in this way to decide the case. 
In so doing, you must follow my instructions regardless of your own 
opini9n of what the law i s or should be, or what either side may state 
the law to be. You must consider them as a whole, not picking out one 
and disregarding others. The order in which the instructions are 
given has no significance as to their relative importance. The law 
requires that your decision be made solely upon the evidence befor e 
you. Neither sympathy nor prejudice should influence you in your 
deliberations. Faithful performance by you of these duties is vital 
to the administration of justice. 
In determining the facts, you may consider only the evidence 
admitted in this trial. This evidence consists of the testimony of 
the witnesses, the exhibits offered and received, and any stipulated 
or admitted facts. The production of evidence in court is governed by 
rules of law. At times during the trial, an objection may be made to 
a question asked a witness, or to a witness' answer, or to an exhibi t. 
This simply means that I am being asked to decide a particular rule of 
law. Arguments on the admissibility of evidence are designed to aid 
the Court and are not to be considered by you nor affect your 
deliberations. If I sustain an objection to a question or to an 
exhibit, the witness may not answer the question or the exhibit may 
not be considered. Do not attempt to guess what the answer might have 
been or what the exhibit might have shown. Similarly, if I tell you 
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not to consider a particular statement or exhibit you should put it 
out of your mind, and not refer to it or rely on it in your later 
deliberations . 
During the trial I may have to talk with the parties about the rules 
of law which should apply in this case. Sometimes we will talk here 
at the bench . At other times I will excuse you from the courtroom so 
t hat you can be comfortable while we work out any problems . Your are 
not to speculate about any such discussions. They are necessary from 
time to time and help the trial run more smoothly. 
Some of you have probably heard t he terms "circumstantial evidence , " 
"direct evidence " and "hearsay evidence . " Do not be concerned with 
t hese terms. Yo u are to consider all the evidence admitted in this 
trial. 
However , the law does not require you to believe all the evidence . 
As the so le judges of the facts , you must determine what evidence you 
believe and what weight you attach to it . 
There is no magical formula by which one may evaluate testimony. 
You bring with you to this courtroom all of the experience and 
background of your lives. In yo ur everyday affairs you determine for 
yourselves whom you believe, what you believe , and how much weight you 
attach to what you are told . The same considerations that you use in 
your everyday dealings i n making these decisions are the 
considerations which you should apply in your deliberations . 
In deciding what you believe , do not make your decision simply 
because more witnesses may have testified one way than the other. 
Your role is to think about the testimony of each witness you heard 
and deci de how much you believe of what the wi tness had to say . 
284 of 307
A witness who has special knowledge in a particular matter may give 
an opinion on that matter . In determining the weight to be given such 
opinion , you should consider the qualifications and credibility of the 
witness and the reasons given for the opinion. You are not bound by 
such opinion . Give it the weight, if any, to which you deem it 
entitled. 
Comment 
The committee recommends that no instruction be given otherwise 
distinguishing between direct and circumstantial evidence . The 
difference is only significant in deciding whether the Holder 
instruction, ICJI 203, should be given. That responsibility rests 
with the court, not the jury. 
ICJI 104 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 5 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
If during the trial I may say or do anything which suggests to 
you that I am inclined to favor the claims or position of any party, 
you will not permit yourself to be influenced by any such suggestion. 
I will not express nor intend to express, nor will I intend to 
intimate, any opinion as to which witnesses are or are not worthy of 
belief; what facts are or are not established; or what inferences 
should be drawn from the evidence. If any expression of mine seems to 
indicate an opinion relating to any of these matters, I instruct you 
to disregard it . 
ICJI 105 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
286 of 307
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. b 
Do not concern yourself with the subject of penalty or punishment. 
That subject must not in any way affect your verdict. If you find the 
defendant guilty, it will be my duty to determine the appropriate 
penalty or punishment. 
ICJI 106 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
287 of 307
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 7 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
If you wish, you may take notes to help you remember what witnesses 
said. If you do take notes, please keep them to yourself until you 
and your fellow jurors go to the jury room to decide the case. You 
should not let note-taking distract you so that you do not hear other 
answers by witnesses. When you leave at night, please leave your 
notes in the jury room. 
If you do not take notes, you should rely on your own memory of what 
was said and not be overly influenced by the notes of other jurors . 
In addition, you cannot assign to one person the duty of taking notes 
for all of you. 
See I.C. s 19-2203. 
ICJI 107 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
Comment 
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YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. 
It is important that as jurors and officers of this court you 
obey the following instructions at any time you leave the jury box, 
whether it be for recesses of the court during the day or when you 
leave the courtroom to go home at night. 
Do not discuss this case during the trial with anyone, including 
any of the attorneys, parties, witnesses, your friends, or members of 
your family. "No discussion" also means no emailing, text messaging, 
tweeting, blogging, posting to electronic bulletin boards, and any 
other form of communication, electronic or otherwise. 
Do not discuss this case with other jurors until you begin your 
deliberations at the end of the trial. Do not attempt to decide the 
case until you begin your deliberations. 
I will give you some form of this instruction every time we take 
a break. I do that not to insult you or because I don't think you are 
paying attention, but because experience has shown this is one of the 
hardest instructions for jurors to follow. I know of no other 
situation in our culture where we ask strangers to sit together 
watching and listening to something, then go into a little room 
together and not talk about the one thing they have in common: what 
they just watched together. 
There are at least two reasons for this rule. The first is to 
help you keep an open mind. When you talk about things, you start to 
make decisions about them and it is extremely important that you not 
make any decisions about this case until you have heard all the 
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evidence and all the rules for making your decisions, and you won't 
have that until the very end of the trial. The second reason for the 
rule is that we want all of you working together on this. decision when 
you deliberate. If you have conversations in groups of two or three 
during the trial, you won't remember to repeat all of your thoughts 
and observations for the rest of your fellow jurors when you 
deliberate at the end of the trial. 
Ignore any attempted improper communication. If any person tries 
to talk to you about this case, tell that person that you cannot 
discuss the case because you are a juror. If that person persists, 
simply walk away and report the incident to the bailiff. 
Do not make any independent personal investigations into any 
facts or locations connected with this case. Do not look up any 
information from any source, including the Internet. Do not 
communicate any private or special knowledge about any of the facts of 
this case to your fellow jurors. Do not read or listen to any news 
reports about this case or about anyone involved in this case, whether 
those reports are in newspapers or the Internet, or on radio or 
television. 
In our daily lives we may be used to looking for information on-
line and to "Google" something as a matter of routine. Also, in a 
trial it can be very tempting for jurors to do their own research to 
make sure they are making the correct decision. You must resist that 
temptation for our system of justice to work as it should. I 
specifically instruct that you must decide the case only on the 
evidence received here in court. If you communicate with anyone about 
the case or do outside research during the trial it could cause us to 
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have to start the trial over with new jurors and you could be held in 
contempt of court. 
While you are actually deliberating in the jury room, the bailiff 
will confiscate all cell phones and other means of electronic 
communications. Should you need to communicate with me or anyone else 
during the deliberations, please notify the bailiff. 
ICJI 108 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. _g___ 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
A defendant in a criminal trial has a constitutional right not to be 
compelled to testify. The decision whether to testify is left to the 
defendant, acting with the advice and assistance of the defendant's 
lawyer. You must not draw any inference of guilt from the fact that 
the defendant does not testify, nor should this fact be discussed by 
you or enter into your deliberations in any way. 
ICJI 301 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. /{} 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
In every crime or public offense there must exist a union or joint 
operation of act and intent, or criminal negligence. 
Comment 
I.e. s 18-114. The word "intent" does not mean an intent to commit a 
crime but merely the intent to knowingly perform the interdicted act, 
or by criminal negligence the failure to perform the required act. 
State v. Parish, 79 Idaho 75, 310 P.2d 1082 (1957); State v. Booton, 
85 Idaho 51, 375 P.2d 536 (1962). The term "criminal negligence", 
means gross negligence, such as amounts to reckless disregard of 
consequences and the rights .of others. State v. McMahan, 57 Idaho 240, 
65 P.2d 156 (1937) (construing former I.e. s 17-114 which was 
identical to s 18-114). 
This instruction is unnecessary when the crime charged requires a 
specific mental element and the jury is properly instructed regarding 
that mental element. State v. Hoffman, 137 Idaho 897, 55 P.3d 890 
(Ct. App. 2002). 
ICJI 305 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO, // 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
Certain evidence was admitted for a limited purpose. 
At the time this evidence was admitted you were admonished that it 
could not be considered by you for any purpose other than the limited 
purpose for which it was admitted. 
Do not consider such evidence for any purpose except the limited 
purpose for which it was admitted. 
ICJI 308 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED 
INSTRUCTION NO. ~ 
YOU ARE INSTRUCTED THAT: 
In order for the defendant to be guilty of Possession of a Controlled 
Substance, the state must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about May 18, 2015, 
2. in the state of Idaho 
3, the defendant, Melissa Olin, possessed any amount of 
Methamphetamine, and 
4. the defendant either knew it was Methamphetamine or believed 
it was a controlled substance. 
If any of the above has not been proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt, you must find defendant not guilty. If each of the above has 
been proven beyond a reasonable doubt, then you must find the 
defendant guilty. 
Comment 
I.e. § 37-2732(a). If the charge is possession of a controlled 
substance by an inmate, see ICJI 604. 
If the defendant is charged with "second offense" drug possession, 
I.C. § 37-2739, that issue should be presented in a bifurcated 
proceeding. 
In State v. Fox, 124 Idaho 924, 866 P.2d 181 (1993), the Supreme Court 
held that I.C. § 37-2732(c) does not set forth any mental state as an 
element of the crime of possession of a controlled substance. "Thus, 
as [this statute] does not expressly require any mental element and 
I.C. § 18-114 only requires a general intent, we conclude that the 
offense only requires a general intent, that is, the knowledge that 
one is in possession of the substance." The Court held that the 
defendant's lack of knowledge that the substance was illegal (as a 
controlled substance) was irrelevant. 
In order to establish possession of a controlled substance, a 
defendant need not have actual physical possession of the substance; 
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• • 
the stat~ need only prove that the defendant had such dominion and 
control over the substance to establish constructive possession. 
State v. Kopsa, 126 Idaho 512, 887 P.2d 57 (Ct. App. 1994). 
Constructive possession of a controlled substance exists where a nexus 
between the accused and the substance is sufficiently proven so as 
to give rise to the reasonable inference that the accused was not 
simply a bystander but, rather, had the power and intent to 
exercise dominion and control over the substance. State v. 
Rozajewski, 130 Idaho 644, 945 P.2d 1390 (Ct. App. 1997). 
Even trace or residual quantities of cocaine fall within the 
scope of I.e. § 37-2732(c). State v. Groce, 133 Idaho 144, 983 
P.2d 217 (Ct. App. 1999). 
The statute does not contain a mental element. The committee 
concluded, based upon State v. Lamphere, 130 Idaho 630, 945 P.2d 
1 (1997), a mental element as set forth in element 4 should be 
included. 
ICJI 403 
GIVEN 
REFUSED 
MODIFIED 
COVERED 
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Randall D. Schulthies 
Chief Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-4147 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff/ Respondent 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka OLIN 
Defendant/ Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
MOTION TO APPOINT STA TE 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
COMES NOW, Melissa Heiner, the Appellant in the above entitled matter, and hereby 
moves the Court for an Order, as follows: 
The Defendant has filed a Notice Of Appeal for the Court's review of the Court's Decision, 
dated September 14, 2016, by Robert C. Naftz, Sixth District Judge. A Notice Of Appeal has been 
filed on October 19, 2016. 
The Defendant respectfully requests that the Court enter an Order, appointing the State 
Appellate Division to assist the Defendant with the Appeal in this matter, and that further, said 
appointment shall be relative to the appeal proceedings only. 
Motion To Appoint State Appellate Division 
Page 1 
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.,· 
DATEDthis19'"dayofOcto~ /) ~ 
ro( DALL D. SCHUL THIES 
Chief Public Defender 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19th day of October, 2016, I served a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing MOTION TO APPOINT STATE APPELLATE DIVISION upon the Bannock County 
Prosecuting Attorney, by depositing a copy of the same in the Prosecutor' s in-box, Bannock County 
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho; and served the following by depositing a copy of the same in the United 
States Mail, postage prepaid and addressed to: Lawrence G. Wasden, Attorney General - State ofldaho, 
P. 0. Box 83720, Boise, Idaho 83720-0010; Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk of the Com1, P. 0. Box 83720, 
Boise, Idaho 83720; State Appellate Public Defender's Office, Chief Appellate Unit, P.O. Box 2816, 
Boise, ID 83701-2816. 
Motion To Appoint State Appellate Division 
Pagel 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNlY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka OLIN 
Defendant-Appellant, 
) 
) 
) 
) Supreme Court No. 
) 
) 
) CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
) OF 
) APPEAL 
) 
) 
_ ___ ____ _ ) 
Appealed from: Sixth Judicial District, Bannock County 
Honorable Judge Robert C. Naftz presiding 
Bannock County Case No: CR-2015-7667-FE 
Order of Judgment Appealed from: Minute Entry and Order of Probation 
Judgment of Conviction filed the 14th day of September, 2016. 
Attorney for Appellant: Randall D. Schulthies, Public Defender, Motion to appoint 
State Appellate Public Defender Pending 
Attorney for Respondent: Lawrence G. Wasden, Attorney General, Boise 
Appealed by: Melissa Heiner 
Appealed against: State of Idaho 
Notice of Appeal fi led: October 19, 2016 
Notice of Cross-Appeal filed: No 
Appellate fee paid: No, exempt (Waiver pending for Clerk's Record/Transcripts) 
Request for additional records filed: No 
299 of 307
Request for additional reporter's transcript filed: No 
Name of Reporter: Stephanie Davis 
Was District Court Reporter's transcript requested? Yes 
Estimated Number of Pages: More then 100 
Dated C)~ ~A~'-- ?O ·20\l.o 
/ 
ROBERT POLEK!, 
Clerk of the District Court 
·· ..... ',,_ 
By' ____ ~ --~---,,,-.__,,,..--,-__ -_----~ 
Deputy Clerk -
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Randall D. Schulthies 
Chief Public Def ender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-4147 
(208) 236-7040 
ISB 1784 
. " 
L L,'·; ( r l] I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
v. 
MELISSA HEINER, 
aka OLIN 
Plaintiff/Respondent 
Defendant/ Appellant. 
) CASE NO. CR-2015-7667-FE-C 
) 
) 
) 
) ORDER RE: MOTION FOR 
) APPOINTMENT OF STATE 
) APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
) 
) 
) 
) 
THIS MATTER having come before the Court pursuant to Appellant's Motion for Appointment of 
State Appellate Public Defender; the Cow1 having reviewed the pleadings on file and the motion; the Court 
being fully apprized in the matter and good cause appearing; 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Bannock County Public Defenders Office, is withdrawn as 
counsel of record for the Petitioner and the State Appellate Public Defender is hereby appointed to represent 
the Defendant, Melissa Heiner, in the above-entitled matters and for all fu11her proceedings. 
The appointment of the State Appellate Public Defender is for purposes of the appeal only. 
DA TED this 8, I day of O ~ , 2016. ~ 
~c. 
ROBERT C. NAFTZ 
cc: Bannock County Prosecutor's Office 
Bannock County Public Defender 
State Appellate Public Defender 
Lawrence G. Wasden 
Stephen W. Kenyon 
District Judge 
ORDER RE: MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
PAGE 1 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff - Respondent, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, AKA OLIN, 
Defendant - Appellant, 
) 
) 
) Supreme Court No. 44575 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
I, ROBERT POLEK!, Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District, 
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Bannock, do hereby certify that 
the above and foregoing record in the above-entitled cause was compiled and 
bound under my direction as, and is a true, full, and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents as are automatically required under Rule 28 of the 
Idaho appellate Rules. 
I do further certify that all exhibits, offered or admitted in the above-
entitled cause, will be duly lodged with the Clerk of the Supreme Court along 
with the court reporters transcript and the clerk's record as required by Rule 31 
of the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal 
of said Court at Pocatello, Idaho, this S da~~2016. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, AKA OLIN, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
) 
) Supreme Court No. 44575 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
) 
____________ ) 
I, ROBERT POLEK!, the duly elected, qualified and acting Clerk of the 
District Court of the Sixth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the 
County of Bannock, do hereby certify that the following are the original exhibits 
marked for identification and introduced in evidence at trial of the above and 
foregoing cause, to wit: 
1. Exhibit "A" 
2. Exhibit "B" 
Jury Seating Chart 
Peremptory Challenges 
DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS 
Picture of Purse. 
CD - Arbitrator in Car Video. 
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PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBITS 
1. Exhibit "1" Forensic Controlled Substance Analysis. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY that the above exhibits are attached to, and made a 
part of, the original transcript on appeal in said cause. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal 
of said Court, this the S da~ vv., ~ 6 , 2016. 
= 
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(Seal) 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, AKA OLIN, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_________ ) 
Supreme Court No. 44575 
CONFIDENTIAL 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
I, ROBERT POLEKI, Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District, 
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Bannock, do hereby certify that 
the above and foregoing record in the above-entitled cause was compiled and 
bound under my direction as, and is a true, full, and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents as are automatically required under Rule 28 of the 
Idaho appellate Rules. 
I do further certify that there were no exhibits marked for identification or 
admitted into evidence during the course of this action. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal 
of said Court at Pocatello, Idaho, this C:S day ~ 2016. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, AKA OLIN, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
___ _____ _ ) 
Supreme Court _No. 44575 
CONFIDENTIAL 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
I, ROBERT POLEK!, the duly elected, qualified and acting Clerk of the 
District Court of the Sixth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the 
County of Bannock, do hereby certify that there were no exhibits marked for 
identification and introduced into evidence at trial. The following exhibit will be 
treated as a exhibit in the above and foregoing cause, to wit: 
1. Presentence Report dated 9-6-16. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal 
of said Court, this the ~ d~J,tµ , 2016. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff - Respondent, 
vs. 
MELISSA HEINER, AKA OLIN, 
Defendant - Appellant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_________ ) 
Supreme Court No. 44575 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, ROBERT POLEKI, Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District, 
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Bannock, do hereby certify that I 
have personally served or mailed, by United States mail, one copy of the 
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT and CLERK'S RECORD to each of the Attorneys of 
Record in this cause as follows: 
Eric Fredericksen 
State Appellate Public Defender 
322 East Front Street, Suite 570 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Lawrence G. Wasden 
Idaho Attorney General 
Post Office Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal 
of said Court at Pocatello, Idaho, this ~,\--\-1 ay of~--.~2016. 
(Seal) 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
